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COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON
2013 REVISED DRAFT SEIS

This section contains comments received from federal, state, and local agencies, the
public, and Native American Tribes during the public comment period for the 2013
Revised Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS). In accordance
with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Air Force considered all of the
oral and written public and agency comments received. In this SEIS, the Air Force
responded to substantive comments, for example, by revising text to improve clarity of
discussion, made factual corrections, and explained why some comments did not
warrant further action. The Air Force will take public and agency comments into
consideration in its decision-making process.

Generally, substantive comments are regarded as those comments that challenge the
analysis, methodologies, or information in a draft SEIS as being factually inaccurate or
analytically inadequate; that identify impacts not analyzed or develop and evaluate
reasonable alternatives or feasible mitigations not considered by the agency; or that
offer specific information that may have a bearing on the decision, such as differences in
interpretations of significance, scientific, or technical conclusions. Non-substantive
comments, which do not require an agency response, are generally considered those
comments that express a conclusion, an opinion, or a vote for or against the proposal
itself, or some aspect of it; that state a position for or against a particular alternative; or
that otherwise state a personal preference or opinion.

The Air Force encouraged public comment at each of the public hearings, in newspaper
ads and press releases. The following presents the Air Force comment and response
process.

Public/Agency Comment Identification Guide

The paragraphs below outline the organization of comments, the comment review
process, and how commenters can find responses to their comments.

Comment Receipt and Review

Comment Receipt: Comments on the Revised Draft SEIS included both written
correspondence and oral testimony received during the public comment period. The
Air Force assigned each comment a Commenter Identification Number. All comments
are included under the section titled “Public/ Agency Comments.” The comment letters
are printed in numerical order and are organized into three sections:

e Written comments and submitted letters (private citizens) - written comments
begin with Commenter Identification Number 3001.
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e Public hearing transcripts - verbal comments begin with Commenter
Identification Number 4001.

e Written comments and submitted letters (agencies, tribes, and organizations) -
written comments begin with Commenter Identification Number 5001.

Comment Review: In accordance with 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 1503.4, the
Air Force assessed and considered comments as follows.

Each comment letter and oral statement was carefully considered by the Air Force.
Substantive comments were identified and bracketed within each comment letter or
testimony. Substantive comments are those comments considered to be meaningful
within the scope of the issues currently considered in the SEIS, the purpose and need of
which is to:

e To analyze the beddown location and operational alternatives and examine
mitigations for the 59 F-35 PAA authorized for delivery by the February 2009
ROD (one squadron each for the Air Force, Navy, and Marine Corps), including
the use of the Duke Field airfield and construction of a new runway(s) at Eglin
Main Base.

e To analyze additional alternatives addressing the proposed distribution of JSF
flight operations, on and off the cantonment area, to allow efficient pilot training,
de-conflict flying operations with other military and civilian operations, and
reduce or avoid noise impacts on sensitive receptors.

The bracketed comments were reviewed and responses were prepared. A response
number was assigned to each substantive comment within the transcript of the oral
statements and comment letters. Response numbers are printed next to the bracket in
the right margin of the comments, located in the “Public/ Agency Comments” section.
A guide to the coding of the response numbers is below. Actual responses to comments
appear in the section after the bracketed comments’ section.

Response Response, .
Category Resource Area Code Comment Topic
AQ Air Quality AQ-1 [Impacts from taxi distances
AS Airspace AS-1 Air traffic controller workload/ground

delays

Biological Resources
BI (Sensitive Species, Sensitive Habitats, BI-1 |Impacts to wildlife/domestic animals
Flora/ Fauna, Invasive Species)

CM Cumulative Impacts CM-1 [Impacts to the National Seashore
CU Cultural Resources - (no comments received)
Description of Proposed Action and DO-1  |Number/distribution of flights
DO . : — SEIPY
Alternatives (DOPAA) DO-2 Night missions/lighting
A-2 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement January 2014
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Response Response|
Category Resource Area Code

DO-3 [Flight path concerns
Student/ pilot class details or

Comment Topic

DO-4 )
requirements

Socioeconomics .

EJ (Environmental Justice) ) (no comments received)

GE General Comment GE-1 |General comments
Hazardous Materials

HM/W | (Hazardous Materials and Waste, ERP - (no comments received)
Sites)
LU Land Use LU-1 Missing analyses

(Public Access Land Use Compatibility)

NO-1 [Noise data/modeling

NO-2 |Munitions noise

NO Noise NO-3 |Accuracy of impacts/predictions
NO-4 |Noise monitoring/mitigation plan
NO-5 [Hearing loss concerns

NP NEPA Process NP-1 [Public input process
PA Preferred Alternative PA-1 Prefe?rr.ed alternative selection/lifting
restrictions

PH I()sk:) }i,lssl/cl;a\/la}‘{eisl({);sl(ﬂ)iersces ) - (no comments received)

PN Purpose/Need - (no comments received)

SA Safety ‘ SA-1 [Plane crashes
(Range and Aircraft Safety) SA-2 |General safety concerns
Socioeconomics SE-1 [Not Used

SE (Housing, Schools, Public Services, SE-2  |Concern for schools, children, daycares
Economics) SE-3  |Quality of life impacts

SW Solid Waste SW-1 |Munitions debris

TR Transportation - (no comments received)

Ul Ultilities - (no comments received)

Locating Comments

A directory of commenters begins on the next page, presenting the names of all
commenters alphabetically by last name. Each commenter can locate his/her name in
this directory. As noted on the public displays, sign-in sheets, and comment sheets,
providing names during the public comment process meant that each commenter
understood that his/her name and comment would be made a part of the public record
for this SEIS. Each comment is assigned a Commenter Identification Number in the
fifth column. This is a number that was assigned to each comment form or oral
testimony and is stamped on the letter or next to oral comments. All verbal and oral
comments are organized numerically by Commenter Identification Number in the next
section, titled “Public/ Agency Comments.” In many cases, certain people submitted
multiple comments.
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Locating Responses to Comments

Public and agency involvement is an important part of the NEPA process, and all
comments are taken into consideration during the decision-making process. The Air
Force would like to express appreciation for all comments. Many of the comments
express the views of the commenter and, therefore, do not require a specific response.
Nonetheless, these views are taken into consideration in the decision-making process.
The fact that a specific response was not developed for a comment does not in any way
reduce the value of anyone’s participation.

Air Force responses to comments are contained in the “Air Force Response to
Comments” table that is presented immediately after the “Public/ Agency Comments”
section, which presents copies or transcripts of the comments/testimonials. The
responses are ordered by the Commenter Identification Number. To locate the
response, the commenter should first identify the “Commenter Identification Number”
in the Alphabetical Directory of Commenters (below) and then review the respective
copy of the letter/testimonial in the “Public/Agency Comments” to find the
substantive comments that have been bracketed with a “Response Code” on the
comment letter or testimony, and then locate the corresponding “Commenter
Identification Number” and “Response Code” in the “Air Force Response to
Comments” table.

Responses for each individual comment that has been bracketed on the comment letter
or testimony with a “Response Code” are presented in the order in which the respective
comment appears in the comment letter or statement (refer to the “Response Code”
column of the “Air Force Response to Comments” table). Each response is designed to
be read along with the bracketed comment it addresses. Assistance with acronyms can
be found at the front of the SEIS.

Alphabetical Directory of Commenters

: - Postmark Date of Commenter

Last Name First Name Organization Comment Identification #
(not given) Beau Private Citizen 7/8/2013 3007
Abbott S. Carol Private Citizen 7/15/2013 3036
Anderson Howard Private Citizen 7/29/2013 3052
Arnold, Jr. Bruce Mayor, City of Valparaiso 7/9/2013 4001*
Arnold, Jr. Bruce Mayor, City of Valparaiso 7/3/2013 5002
Arnold, Jr. Bruce Mayor, City of Valparaiso 7/8/2013 5003
Arnts Judi Private Citizen 7/26/2013 3046

National Park Service,
Austin Stan Regional Director 8/2/2013 5009
Southeast Region

Bachelor Bob Private Citizen 7/9/2013 4003*
Bachelor Bob Private Citizen 7/11/2013 3032
Bachelor Robert Private Citizen 7/24/2013 3038

A-4 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement January 2014
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. . . Postmark Date of Commenter
Last Name First Name Organization Comment Identification #
Bachelor Robert Private Citizen 7/28/2013 3051
Barber Mary Private Citizen 7/10/2013 3028
Bellamy William Private Citizen 7/4/2013 3043
Benedick Fred Private Citizen 7/19/2013 3041
Benedict Fred Private Citizen 7/9/2013 3012
Blizzard Patty Lynn Thomas Private Citizen 7/9/2013 3020
Blystone John Private Citizen 7/9/2013 3015
Boyer Fred Private Citizen 7/9/2013 4023
Boyer W.R. Private Citizen 7/26/2013 3053
Brewer Julie Private Citizen 7/9/2013 3016
Brubaker Scott Private Citizen 7/9/2013 4024
Brule Frank Private Citizen 7/9/2013 3011
Caldwell HH Private Citizen 7/9/2013 4012
Caldwell HH Private Citizen 7/29/2013 3050
Campbell James Private Citizen 7/22/2013 3042
Caverly Don Private Citizen 7/25/2013 3045
Coggin Davis H. Private Citizen 7/12/2013 3034
Connell Claude Private Citizen 7/9/2013 4002
Costner Germaine Private Citizen 7/9/2013 3013
Cross Bob Private Citizen 7/9/2013 4013
Dietrich Diane Private Citizen 7/24/2013 3054
(commenter requested anonymity) Private Citizen 7/27/2013 3048
Fink Norma Private Citizen 7/16/2013 3040
Fornell Gordon Private Citizen 7/9/2013 4008
Frank Eva Private Citizen 7/7/2013 3005
Niceville Chamber of
Gallagher Duane Commerce, Chairman of 7/31/2013 5008
the Board
Gardner Alan Private Citizen 7/9/2013 4007
Greene Frank Private Citizen 7/9/2013 4020
. City of Fort Walton Beach
Griggs Bobby vy Councilman 7/23/2013 5004
Halupowski Dave Private Citizen 7/9/2013 3010
Halupowski Dave Private Citizen 7/9/2013 4016*
. DSI Fort Walton Beach,
Hamrick Mark Chairman of the Board 7/25/2013 5006
Haught Joan Private Citizen 7/9/2013 4010
Hiemstra Susan Private Citizen 7/9/2013 3022
Hoskinson Scott Private Citizen 7/10/2013 3030
Jones Barbara Private Citizen 7/9/2013 3009
Kemp Theresa Private Citizen 7/9/2013 4017
Kirkpatrick Anne Private Citizen 7/9/2013 4005
Kuhl Bill Private Citizen 7/10/2013 3027
Lamm Keith Private Citizen 7/24/2013 3039
Lanier Don Private Citizen 7/3/2013 3001
Looney Charles Private Citizen 7/9/2013 3035
Martin Richard Private Citizen 7/10/2013 3029
January 2014 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement A-5
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. .. Postmark Date of Commenter
Last Name First Name Organization Comment Identification #
Mays Charlotte Private Citizen 7/9/2013 4022
McCain Larry Private Citizen 7/9/2013 4011
McCain Maureen Private Citizen 7/24/2013 3044
Miller Tom Private Citizen 7/9/2013 3023
Miller Diane Private Citizen 7/9/2013 4021
Mitchell Dennis M. DSI Crestview, President 7/25/2013 5007
Morgan Joseph Private Citizen 7/9/2013 4009
Environmental Protection
Mueller Heinz J. Agency, Chief NEPA 7/29/2013 5010
Program Office
Newman George Private Citizen 7/28/2013 3049
Place Bruce Private Citizen 7/7/2013 3004
Porch Gregory Private Citizen 7/8/2013 3006
Rainier Alice Private Citizen 7/9/2013 3008
Rainier Wayne Private Citizen 7/9/2013 3025
Rodriguez ]. Private Citizen 7/3/2013 3003
Rowe Patricia Private Citizen 7/9/2013 3019
Runar Lars Private Citizen 7/29/2013 3055
Scott John Private Citizen 7/9/2013 4014
Scott Carl Private Citizen 7/10/2013 3037
Shaver-Sips Anne Private Citizen 7/10/2013 3026
Sherman Della Private Citizen 7/9/2013 4025
Shermer Neal Private Citizen 7/9/2013 4006
Spears Tina Private Citizen 7/10/2013 3031
Stagaman Lynn Parjani Private Citizen 7/9/2013 3018
Tweedle Jack Private Citizen 7/9/2013 4019
Webb Robert Private Citizen 7/9/2013 3021
Webb Robert Private Citizen 7/27/2013 3047
Webb Robert Private Citizen 7/9/2013 4004*
Webb Robert Private Citizen 7/23/2013 3057
West Gordon M Private Citizen 7/3/2013 3002
West Linda Private Citizen 7/9/2013 3017
Whalen David Private Citizen 7/12/2013 3033
White Jill Private Citizen 7/9/2013 4015
Alabama Historical
) Commission, State
White Frank W. Historic Preservation 7/3/2013 5001
Officer
Wilson Bobby Private Citizen 7/27/2013 3056
Destin Chamber of
Windes Mary Anne Commerce, Chairman of 7/24/2013 5005
the Board
Wolfgang Harry Private Citizen 7/9/2013 3014
Wolfgang Harry Private Citizen 7/9/2013 4018*
Woodcock Tom Private Citizen 7/9/2013 3024

*Commenters also provided their oral comments as written comments; therefore, only responses to the written
comments are provided to reduce redundancy.
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Public/Agency Comments

Comments Letters, Forms, and Oral Testimony Received During the Public Comment

Period (June 14, 2013 through July 29, 2013)

3001

-----Original Message--—--

From:

Sent: Tuesday, July 02, 3

To: Spaits, Mike G512 USAF AFMC 96 TW/PA
Subject: F-35 Noise

Mister Spaits,

I'd imagine you are aware of what I'm about to relate but want to iterate
once again. Valparaiso's population is a large percentage of folks that are
active duty, retired military, contractor's and active civil servants and
retired. They are people that likely work or have worked in most facets of
the base. We have dedicated a portion of our lives to this base.
Collectively, we feel the base has unjustly done us harm when there are
other alternatives to the noise levels that are and will be generated as
more F-35s arrive. We beseech those who have the power to rectify this
injustice to reconsider and spare our lives of the turmoail this situation is
and will cause. Our way of life will forever be negatively impacted in many
ways; including our health, property values and our daily living activities.
WE MOST ACCUREDLY DO NOT DESERVE THIS.

Respectfully,
Don Lanier
Valparaiso

January 2014
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It 8 a product of marvelous bad design?

Thank you.

3003
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3004

Mr. Michael Spaits 7 July 2013
Eglin AFB Public Affairs Office

96 TW/PA

101 West D Avenue, Suite 236

Eglin AFB, FL 32542

Dear Sir:

1. The F-35 training operations should be moved to Duke Field and Choctaw
Beach. The use of runway 01/19 is incompatible, because the clear zone
and/or accident potential zones are occupied by houses and people. The same
applies to the noise contour zone for dB/DNL of 65 or greater. Thirteen
hundred and thirty homes will be affected by dB levels of 75 to 115 on a daily
basis. Almost three hundred homes are in the clear/accident potential zone,
Consideration to moving the training operations to the two alternative sites
should be considered because:

a. Projected accident rate for Eglin’s flying training squadron is three times
the normal rate for a similar squadron.

b. The F-35 crash rate is supposed to parallel that of the F-22. First year
accident rate for the F-22 was 869.57 per 100,000 flying hours. The F-35
is expected to have a crash rate of 59.51 at the end of four years.
Comparing F-35 four year rate with that of the F-16 (Chase plane for the
F-35) accident rate of 3.68 translates into 16 times greater chance of a
major crash.

¢. Comparing the F-16 rate to the NTSB commercial airlines rate of .02
leaves us with the F-16 having 180 times chance rate for a major crash.

d. Is the F-35 ready for full flight operations? Only 1/3 of its development
testing has been completed. It has not yet been certified operational ready.
(This is the first time in DOD Procurement history that a weapons system
has been bought and paid for that was not fully certified as operationally
ready after complete field testing.)

e. Inthe event of an in-flight emergency, jettisoning fuel will leave fuel
coating the fuselage. Also, fuel puddling occurs when fuel is jettisoned.
This almost assures that any crash will be a fiery crash no matter what the
pilot does.

It is an unconscionable idea to expose all these people in Valparaiso and
Northwest Niceville to such high risk to their health/ or death. Couple this with
minimally trained pilots, just out of school, will be powering these aircraft over a
populated area; you have a recipe for disaster.

2. The thirteen hundred homes and land cannot be moved, but the F-35 planes
can be, and should be. If anybody can be accused of encroaching, it is the Air
Force and the accompanying noise; even the most obtuse individual must
wonder why after seven decades the people of Valparaiso are rebelling against

A-10 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement January 2014
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3004

this noise. The death of a city should not be the price for flying an aircraft
when so many alternatives are at the Air Forces® disposal.

3. Eglin personnel keep referring to the figure $100 million in

conjunction with additional runway construction. I would submit that an aircraft that
has been in the making for 18 years, incurring billions and billions in cost overruns, a
multitude of miscalculations in design, hardware, and programming, that $100
million represents a mere decimal point oversight when matched against overrun
costs alone.

4, All this does not instill confidence. Planning for the training seems to be an after
thought. One cannot but think that the recalcitrance of the Air Force in this matter
boils down to an order for the base to:” Fly the damn thing any way it can be
flown-but fly it before the money is cut off”* The residents of Valparaiso and
Niceville deserve better than this.

Yours truly

Bruce Place -

Sources:
DOD Buzz blog
Stop the F-35 Burlington
VT Blog
Defense Tech blog
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----- Original Message-----

From: Eva Frank|

Sent: Sunday, July 07, B

To: Spaits, Mike GS12 USAF AFMC 96 TW/PA
Subject: Valp. resident comments on F-35 training

Attn: Mr Michael Spaits,

We are homeowners in Valparaiso, Fl. on Andrew Dr. Unfortunately
unable to attend the public hearing on 9 July 2013 . Our home is in the
direct path of the Eglin runway.

Noise levels are very high. It is almost painful when the planes are
taking off. Will hearing loss result?
‘What about the children's hearing? Parents are protectors.

Plane crashed are a concern. Ten years ago a plane crashed into two
homes across the street. Luckily no ene was injured.
Will it be too dangerous to live here?

Our biggest concern is the value of our home and property. When property
values fall due to the high noise levels, we will have an astronemical
loss.

How will we pay off the $173,000 mortgage if the property is worth $50,000
or even less.

Please take the residents of Valparaiso into consideration when decisions
are made on the F-35 runways. The intolerable noise levels, the increased

risk on plane crashes, and the impact on property values dramatically
affects the lives of so many in Valparaiso.

Scared Valp. resident,

Susan Frank

— NO-5

— SE-1

3005
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From
Sent: Monday, July 08, 2013 1:55 PM

To: Ireinlie@nwfdailynews.com

Cc: Spaits, Mike GS12 USAF AFMC 96 TW/PA
Subject: F-35 Noise Levels....NOT

To All Concerned:

It is a real shame that Mayor Bruce Arneld continuously “gripes and whines"

abeut the F-35 Jet Noise, and anything else he can find to "grumble” about,
concerning Eglin Air Force Base. The Air Force Base was there long before
Valpariaso and will be there long after Valpariaso is gone, along with Mayor
Arnold; although he has far outlasted his usefullness as a Mayor. I believe it

is time for him to move on and retire. Mayor Arnold continues to "stir the

pet" in an effort to “save" Valpariaso from the so called "noise levels."

1 live directly in a flight path of numerous types of planes and jets from

Eglin Air Force Base. I welcome the jet noise, day and night. Valpariaso

residents and Mayor Arnold knew Eglin Air Force Base was there when they built
and chose to live in the Valpariaso community. They knew the so called, “jet
noise" was there.

1 firmly believe this is a dead issue and should be treated as such. Mayor

Amold and his band of OLD MISFITS, need to move on and find semething else to
whine about. Enough is enough !!

Go AIR FORCE and GO UNITED STATES MILITARY !! THE SOUND OF FREEDOM is welcome
here 1|

Gregory W. Porch (G.W.Porch)
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-----Original Message-——--

From: Beau

Sent: Monday, July 08, B

To: Spaits, Mike GS12 USAF AFMC 96 TW/PA
Subject: F-35's

I oppose the F-35's using the run way that flies over the City of Val-P.

Resident

A-14 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement January 2014
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-----0riginal Messagg-
From: Linda West
Sent: Tuesday, July 09, 2013 3:45PM

To: Spaits, Mike G512 USAF AFMC 96 TW/PA
Subject: Homes in Valparaiso

Dear Mr. Spaits:

The Air Force should offer to buy all the homes and property affected by the
F35 noise. People who choose to sell would turn their homes/property over

to HUD via the Army Corp of Engineers Real Estate Program. HUD would bring
homes up to the noise enhancement approved standard

They would then resell them to the highest bidder. This entire process
would cost less than half the cost of one F35.

Sincerely,

Linda H. West
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————— Original Message-——
From: Susan Hiemstra

Sent: Tuesday, July 09, 2013 5:14 PM

To: Spaits, Mike G512 USAF AFMC 96 TW/PA
Subject: F35 Plan

Dear Mr. Spaits,

I am writing to you to express my concem over the possibility of
increased F-35 noise over the city of Valparaiso. I am already experiencing
an increased noise level and would not like to think about it getting worse.

I was raised in Ft. Walton Beach, my father worked on the base in civil
service as head of the computer and math labs and 1 have been living in
Valparaiso since 1995. 1 have had much contact with Eglin due to these
things and have always admired their consideraticn of its neighbors over the
years. T was disappointed when I read the statement credited to you in
today's newspaper that the number of homes effected by this possible change
in runway usage was a relatively small number considering the scope of the
program. Mr. Spaits, to the people in these homes it's not a small number.
It is everything to them.

Especially when major projects were altered because of a group of snail
darters. Certainly, these people are equally important.

It is my hope and prayer that those in decision -making capacities will
consider the impact on Valparaiso and will not choose to render our homes
unlivable and businesses closed. The loss of property value, commerce and
the places we call home are too great to be dismissed.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Susan Hiemstra
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----- Original Message-----

From: Bill Kuhl

Sent: Wednesday, July 10, 2013 8:46 PM
To: Spaits, Mike GS12 USAF AFMC 96 TW/PA
Subject: F-35 comments

Mr Spaits,

I would like to make a public comment or two about the F-35 program as it
relates to Eglin AFB. I was unable to attend the last public forum but want
to express my feelings.

I have lived in Okaloosa County for about 15 years now. When I moved here 1
was fully aware that there was an operational airport and Air Force Base
here. Actually living in FWB there is an air field on either side of town.

My guess is that when all or mostly all the residences in Valparaiso moved
here they also were aware of this fact. My assumption also is that most of
the people living there chose to live there because of the proximity to the
base. With this being said what I interpret now is the mentality of people
moving on to a busy street and then complaining about the traffic. I also
think this is primarily being fueled by Mayor Arnold. I respect his position
as Mayor but feel his concerns are misdirected. It is real easy to garner
support for the "quality of life issues" but the reality is that a community
that loses its primary source of income will soon become a shell of its
former self.

In FPWB we have experienced the NIMBY (Not In My Back Yard) mentality on
several occasions concerning the Brooks Bridge and I think this is where the
Mayor Arnold's mindset is coming from. It is a fact that some of the people
have to give up something sometimes for the good of the community as a
whole. And again I reiterate that the people living in Valparaiso had full
knowledge there was an operational airport and AFB in close proximity.

To request that the base build additional runways at this time and in this
economy is probably a non-starter across the board. To divide the mission
between Eglin and Duke is probably equally a non-starter. It appears to me
that they are suggesting "alternatives" that they know will not happen. In
my mind this is an end game to void Eglin of this essential mission.
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Over the past several years there have been attempts to move the test wing
to Edwards, if this were to happen and the F-35 program were to be
compromised I fear that a base closure or severe re-alignment is not far
away. If the citizens of Valparaiso are truly concerned about their property
value and their way of life they should understand the socio-economic impact
the base makes not only to them but the surrounding municipalities. To rid
the area of the major income hub of Okaloosa County would potentially be
catastrophic in terms of business and real property values.

In summary I FULLY SUPPORT the F-35 mission at Eglin AFB main base as
proposed by the USAF. I think that it is a somewhat self serving mentality
of a small percentage of people that think otherwise, i.e. the vocal
minority. I believe the USAF has more important things to attend to than
this public distraction and that every citizen of the local community should
feel privileged this mission is here at Eglin and they should fully support

it.

Thank you for your consideration.
Respectfully submitted,

Bill Kuhl
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----- Original Message-----

From:

Sent: Wednesday, July 10, 2013 10:14 AM
To: Spaits, Mike G512 USAF AFMC 96 TW/PA
Subject: F35

I was unable to attend the meeting last night. I own a home on Jackson Ave.
in Valparaiso. I have owned the home now 5 years and adore living in the
small community of Valp. You see, there is some history here. My father is
retired Air Force, Jolly Green - Air Rescue...My parents were stationed to
Eglin in 1979 and retired here in the 80's after 24 vears of service. My
parents settled our family of 9 into a home at |l in 1980. They
have remained there ever since. My oldest sister some years ago purchased
the home next door to them at [l ..and then myself buying the home
at [ It isn't the homes that were the appeal but more so the
commitment to family and to the care of my parents which brought us to do
50, We have been told we will be in the 85+dB zone and the quality of life
for us will be greatly reduced (we have a 2 year old that we planned to

raise in this home). In order for us to relocate it would mean finding 3
homes on the same block that we could all respectfully afford. It would also
mean all 3 of us trying to sell our current homes in the same time frame to
accommodate the care of my parents,

Funny - on the same street on the opposite end there are 3 homes occupied by
the M family who own the business at the top of Clearwater. A very
similar situation as my family.

I love the Air Force and I love my country. I do not oppose the F35's coming
to Eglin at all. I oppose the potential impact they will have if the 1A

flight path is the one of choice. It will have a negative impact on the

value of my home as well as the quality of life we have there.

Sincerely - Mary Barber

NOTICE: This e-mail message and all attachments transmitted with it may
contain confidential information intended solely for the use of the
addressee.
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----- -Original Message-----

From: Scott Hoskinson

Sent: Friday, July 05, 2013 11:28 AM

To: Spaits, Mike GS12 USAF AFMC 96 TW/PA
Subject: F-35 Public Hearing

Mr. Spaits,

My name is SMSgt (ret) Scott Hoskinson and I am one of the many Valparaiso
residents who do not support the city's actions regarding the F-35 at Eglin.
There are two questions that have been in my mind since this whole situation
began more than 4 years ago.

1 - Are the noise level maps shown in the SEIS based on CTOL/conventional
flight data for the typical noise levels of the aircraft during that aspect of
flight or are the maps showing the greatest possible noise level (STOVL?)
applied to typical flight paths?

2 - How do F-35 noise levels compare to other aircraft, the F-15 in
particular, that routinely use Eglin's runways? My suspicion is that the
differences are minimal, probably less than 5-10dB.

1 would like to point out that once F-35 training ops normalize (full A/C
complement and daily sorties), if recorded noise levels routinely exceed 65dB
the Air Force should be obligated to:

1 - pay all noise mitigation expenses for structures in the 65-74dB zones.

2 - work with the city and property owners in 75dB+ zones to compensate them.

a - exchange their land for Air Force-owned land in the Tom's Bayou or
other agreeable areas and either move existing structures or build equivalent
structures.

b - outright purchase of their land and structures at fair market value
plus an inconvenience fee (5% 7).

Than you for your consideration. I do not expect a personal response regarding

this e-mail.

Scott C. Hoskinson
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----- Original Messaie-----

From: tina spears

Sent: Wednesday, July 10, 2013 8:44 AM
To: Spaits, Mike G512 USAF AFMC 96 TW/PA

Cc N <o Gt
Subject: Comment on F-35 Revised Draft

Dear Mr. Spaits,

I strongly object to the selection of Alternative 1A for the Joint Strike
Fighter program.

As a residential property owner and landlord, such noise increase will
reduce the valve of my property. It will affect the quality of life and any
rental revenue.

If the Air Force moves forward with this plan, I demand the Air Force
compensate property owners for the loss of property value.

Sincerely,
Tina T. Spears
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11 July 13
3 Minute Summary for Revised DSEIS Public Hearing on 9 July 2013

In the 3 studies on the environmental impact of locating F-35 pilot and maintenance training on the
Eglin reservation the AF has stated it prefers to base this work at Eglin Main with what is referred to as
Alternative 1A.

In comparing this latest version for Alt 1A to the 2010 version, we see:

Duke Field annual operations are reduced by 45% and the Duke area off base population affected by
noise reduced from 444 to 1.

But Other operations increased by 23,000 per year with most of those new operations on the Eglin
Main north south runway, which exposes Valparaiso and western Niceville to perhaps more noise.
All of this means that the off base population affected by noise increases by 1,113 over the submittal
in 2010.

So, while some are seeing some benefit from the current Alt 1A plan, those residents near Eglin Main
do not.

Alt 1A is not good for our schools.

Lewis Middle School will see 115 very loud noise events every day on average.
The STEMM School is worse, getting 142 very loud noise events every day.

Alt 1A is the least attractive from a crash safety perspective.

With the restrictions lifted, Alt 1A puts 30 F-35 operations every day over Valparaiso on Runway 01/19.

| evaluated the data provided in the documents using just the numbers provided. | listed the 7 alternatives

in order of least noise on the community for the population affected, the acreage covered, the number of

residential parcels, and noise on our schools. The alternative which had the least effect was given 7 points.
The next least was given 6 points, and so forth, with the alternative which had the most noise effect given
1 point. The alternative that had the most points was the one that had the |least negative noise effect on
the community. The tables and graphs are shown at the end of this paper.

The result?

Alternative 11, the new north-south runway at Eglin Main, had the least negative effect on the
community.

Alternatives 2A and 2E, new parallel runway and the existing single runway at Duke Field had the next
least effect on the community and moves all F-35 flight operations off of Eglin Main.

The alternative that had the most negative effect on the community of all 7 alternatives is the AF
preferred Alternative, 1A.

Using the AF's own data, not altering it one bit, shows that of all the alternatives Alternative 1A is the
worst in every category that affects the Okaloosa County community as a whole.

The question is then, why would the Air Force make that choice?

Page 1 of 6
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- Another important aspect in these studies is crash safety.

- Usually, safety is front and center when the Air Force does something.

- Inthis SEIS the AF again states " ... most mishaps take place near the runway ...",

- With that statement, it would seem that any alternative that moves F-35 flight operations away from
civilian population would be more favorable.

- There are 3 alternatives which do just that: 2A and 2E which move all F-35 operations to Duke and
other fields that are mostly void of nearby civilian populations and Alternative 1| which moves F-35
operations to a remote area by Eglin Main.

- Finally, DoD Instructions direct the Services to mitigate noise on the communities.

- Number 4715.13, November 15, 2005; Subject: The DoD Noise Program:

- "The DoD noise program shall:

- 4.1, Reduce adverse effects from the noise associated with military test and training
operations consistent with maintaining military readiness.”

- Number 4165.57, May 2, 2011; Subject: The Air Installations Compatible Use Zones (AICUZ):

- "ltis DoD policy to:

- a. Promote the health, safety, and welfare of persons in the vicinity of and on air installations by
minimizing aircraft noise and safety impacts without degrading flight safety and mission
requirements."

- Considering all of the above — that Alt 1A consistently has the worst effects on the local community; that it
has the greatest potential for a crash in the vicinity of the local communities near the base; and that it is
DoD policy to reduce adverse effects, minimize noise and safety impacts in the vicinity of military airfields
—how then can the AF select Alt 1A as its preferred alternative?

- Therefore, | request the AF provide the following:

- (1) Its original 2009 rationale for selecting what has become Alternative 1A as its preferred basing
alternative which was before any contracts were awarded for construction at Eglin Main, and

- (2) Its current rationale for remaining with Alternative 1A as the preferred alternative, in light of all
the information to the contrary which | presented above and have supported with the data and graphs
that follow this statement.

- Inconclusion, the obvious choices are single or parallel runways at Duke or a new runway at Eglin Main.

- lurgethe AF to reconsider its choice and select either Alternative 2A, 2E, or 1I.

On the next pages are the data and graph that support the positions stated in my Public Hearing statement.

Robert R Bachelor

I

]

9 July 2013
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Data and Graphs Supporting the 9 July 2013 Public Hearing Statement by Robert Bachelor

The tables of data are as reported in the Revised Draft SEIS and were used to develop the position stated
above that, overall, Alternative 1A has the worse noise impact on Valparaiso and western Niceville.

The graph is a comparison of the alternatives showing that the best alternative, 11, which has the lowest noise
impact and, therefore, has the highest score. For the lowest noise impact, an alternative was awarded 7
points. The next lowest noise impact alternative was awarded 6 points. The worst alternative from a noise
impact perspective was awarded 1 point.

Alternative 1A - Number of annual ﬂlghl operations.

Aircraft 2010 Draft SEIS* 2012 Revised Draft SEIS** Difference
Type Eglin Duke |Choctaw | Eglin Duke | Choctaw Eglin Duke Choctaw
guantity | quantity | gquantity | gquantity | guantity | guantity quantity % quantity % quantity %
F-35 55,605 34,347] 20,104 43,071 18,650 20,263 -12,534 -23 -15,697] -46 153 0.79
Other 76,582 24,643| 76,467 99,289 22,403]| 75,831 22,707 30 -2,240] -9) -636] -0.83
Total 132,187/ 58,990| 96,571) 142,360)  41,053] 96,094 10,173 8 -17,937] -30 -477 -0.49
*The 2010 Draft SEIS also included 2,181 operations at Naval Air Station
(NAS) Pensacola and 1,757 operations at Tyndall AFB. The operations for
Eglin AFB also included international partner training operations.
** The 2012 Draft SEIS also included 1,947 operations at Naval Air Station
(NAS) Pensacola and 6,862 operations at Tyndall AFB. The operations for
Eglin AFB alsa take into account and include international partner training
operations.
From Tables 4-2,4-8, 4-13, 4-18, 4-24,4-30, 4-36"
On
. Off Installation Acres Installation Off Installation Population I
Alternative Parcels
Acres
Eglin Duke Choctaw Total Total Eglin Duke Choctaw | Total Total
1A 1073 1 2128 3202 33020) 2910 1] 2 2913 1213
1u 718 1] 2126 2843 37849 1858 1 2] 1861} 728]
2A 636] 912] 2348 3874 38365 ISESJ 568| 2] 2136 583|
28 733 887 89 1709] 34900) 1915 567] 0) 2482 786
2C 735 827 223!' 3795 41453 1917 534 2] 2453 785
20 738 708 21% 3554 34458) 1927) 774 2] 2703} 785]
2E 605 780 2431 3816f 32274 1541 828) 2 2371 573
*Tables are pictures so have to enter data manually.
Alternative List of Eglin Alternative List of Eglin Egli nA_rea O.ff Base List of
Area Off Base Residential Parcels
Population Affected - Oiffosedredfceage [Affected by Noise Contours
Affected - Least to Most
Least to Most Least to Most
Alternative | Population| Position | Alternative | Acreage Position Alternative Parcels
11 1861 1 2B 1709 1 2E 573
2A 2136 2 1l 2843 2 2A 583
2E 2371 3 1A 3202 3 1 728
2C 2453 a4 2D 3554 4 2C 785
pi:] 2482 5 2c 3795 5 20 785
2D 2703 & 2E 3816 6 2B 786
1A 2913 7 2A 3874 7 1A 1213
Smaller number is better Smaller number is better [Smaller number is better
Page 3of6
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From: Dave

Sent: Friday, July 12, 2013 9:59 AM

To: Spaits, Mike GS12 USAF AFMC 96 TW/PA
Cc: Dave Coggin

Subject: F-35/ALT 1A

I object to the implementation of ALT 1A. this involves the use of runway
19. The use of this runway would expose my home to noise levels of 70DB.
According to the Environmental Protection Agency This level is high for safe
human habitation.

If it is decided that ALT 1 is to be adopted I believe as the property
owner I Should be compensated base on the property value of 2005, when the
threat to our property rights was initiated.

Davis H. Coggin
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From: S. C. Abbott 15 Jul 2013

Subj: Valparaiso vs. Air Force (F-35 flights)

To: Mr. Michael Spaits,

96 TW/PA, Public Affairs Office
101 West D Avenue, Suite 236
Eglin AFB, FL 32542

Dear Mr. Spaits,

I'm writing to you in regards to the Air Force’s 14 Jun 2013 revised draft
supplemental environmental impact statement (SEIS), which recommends Alternative 1A,
use of both the present east/west and north/south runways for future F-35 flights .

It is my understanding that this recommendation would decimate the small city of
Valparaiso (substantial reduction of number of usable residential and commercial properties,
substantial reduction in property values of numerous properties, severe impact on city
utilities, public works, and city government facilities).

When | retired from civil service at Eglin AFB approximately 5 years ago, the Air
Force’s published Core Values were (1) Integrity first, (2) Service before self, and (3)
Excellence in all we do.

It is not clear to me how the SEIS-recommendation demonstrates these Core Values
— particularly the first one. To put it another way, | do not understand how running
roughshod over a small community simply because you are bigger and more powerful
demonstrates “Integrity first”.

Further, although | do understand that the SEIS-recommendation may be the easiest
and cheapest alternative, | do not understand it to demonstrate “Excellence in all we do”.

Thus, I'm requesting that the Air Force and the Government “Do the right thing” in
this matter. It seems to me that the Air Force would be smarter in the long run to adopt
aiternative 11 (build another runway at Eglin), and I'm sure it would be a better
demonstration of the Air Force's stated core values.

Thank you for your time and attention to my concerns.

Sincerely,

= (f/&é g{/&f[ 5507?_

Cc: Mayor John B. Arnold

3036

A-56

Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —

January 2014



Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111 Public Involvement

3037

Carl L. Scott

July 10, 2013

Eglin AFB Environmental Public Affairs
Attn: Mr, Mike Spaits

501 DeLeon Street, Suite 101

Eglin, AFB, Florida 32542

Dear Mr., Spaits:

The DOD and the various military departments have been making efforts to mitigate
encroachment conflicts with their respective bases since the early 1970°s. These efforts have all
been aimed at preserving military base training and other operations from population growth and
development. Interestingly, the military recognizes that encroachment is a two way street and
makes reference to the expansion of military operations into civilian areas that potentially
influence the military’s ability to train its fighting forces and execute its missions. It would seem
logical that the Department of Defense Office of Economic Adjustment (OEA), as the only
federal government program that provides assistance to communities to help them work with the
military to prevent and mitigate encroachment would be abreast of potential conflicts well in
advance of them becoming issues. Yet, here we are discussing the potential harm to our
community that comes as a result of the DOD not embracing their own policies on countering
encroachment.

I personally believe the DOD knows years in advance of the technologies which will shape their
future operations. Likewise, I believe the DOD knows as a consequence of these operations the
different pressures that will be brought to bear on a community ailowing ample time to create
new infrastructure capable of negating any harm. This is especially true in a community like
Valparaiso where no claim can be made as to our encroachment on the mission of Eglin. 1t is the
Air Force that on the one hand is the regions best friend through its economic development
opportunities and on the other our worst enemy in constantly placing the peace and tranquility of
our community at risk. I think that given the amount of time Eglin has existed within the
Valparaiso city limits and given the vast amount of land mass available to Eglin for its
operations, new runways and various other infrastructures could have been built years ago that
would have served to not disrupt our resident population or any conceivable mission assigned to
Eglin now or in the future.

My last observation is directed at the political influence the DOD has on our elected officials in
fabricating legislation. Even though the City of Valparaiso has done nothing to encroach on the
mission of Eglin, it is the City that must make all the accommodations by State law. It is a
fallacy in any suggestion that there exists collaboration to formulate solutions that are mutually
acceptable to the military and its surrounding communities. This is exemplified in what will be
required of the City of Valparaiso by the State of Florida in meeting any recommendations that
the SEIS deems necessary. One of those will certainly be the requirement to adopt a building

January 2014 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement A-57
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Public Involvement

Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111

standard unique to our community that has no basis in the Florida Building Code, but is only
contained in a report prepared for the U.S, Navy in April, 2005; a report that clearly indicates
that no home above the 75 decibel contour line can be remediated to allow safe human
occupation, And even if you could build a home in Valp between the 65 and 75 decibel contours,
who would do it knowing it would cost 50 thousand dollars more than in one of our sister cities.

I just think it is a sad state of affairs that we are forced to constantly defend our community from
the very entity we honor and respect in protecting our freedoms. It would be nice for the Air
Force to stand up and do the right thing by choosing an alternative that has little to no human
impact. Thank you for this opportunity to provide input.

Sincerely,

Carl L. Scott
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24Jul13
Revised Draft SEIS Questions Set 1

The following questions are submitted for Air Force action as part of the basing decision for the F-35 UTS
at Eglin AFB, FL.

1. Thereis no rationale in either the 2008 FEIS for the selection of Alternative 1 or in the 2010 draft
SEIS or this 2012 Revised draft SEIS for the selection of Alternative 1A as the preferred
alternative. As with the FEIS or draft SEIS, the Revised Draft SEIS simply states that Alternative
1A is the preferred alternative. Many of the factors evaluated and data provided (safety, noise,
acreage, schools) point to Alternatives 11, 2A, and 2E as better choices for the F-35 student pilot
flight operations. Why did the Air Force select Alternative 1 and Alternative 1A as its preferred
alternative?

2. Page 1-8, Table 1-1 shows the flight operations at Eglin Main, Duke Field, and Choctaw Field for
the Revised Draft SEIS. When compared to the 2010 draft SEIS, Eglin annual operations are
reduced from 55,605 to 43, 071 (22.5%) and Duke annual operations are reduced from 34,347
to 18,650 (45.7%). — DO-1

a. Why are Duke Field annual operations reduced more than Eglin Main?

b. Why not hold Duke operations at 34,347 and reduce Eglin Main operations further?

3. Page 2-4, Table 2-2 shows 99,289 annual Other operations at Eglin Main as compared to 76,582
annual Other operations in the 2010 draft SEIS, an increase of 22,707 (30%) annual Other
operations at Eglin. Many, if not most, of the annual Other operations use Runway 01/19 at
Eglin Main.

— DO-1

a. Why is there an increase in Other operations at Eglin Main?

b. If the planes, such as the F/A-18E/F and F-16s, that are involved in the increase in Other
operations are supporting F-35 student pilot sorties, why can't they use runway 12/30?

4. Page ES 59 - 60, Table ES-17; Page 2-69, Para 2.6.1 says that mitigation measures have been
taken into account in developing the alternatives, "where it is feasible to do so". The paragraph
goes on to say that "avoiding, minimizing, or reducing potential impacts was a priority guiding

the development of alternatives” and "include best management practices.". And, finally, a
"Mitigation Plan will be developed ... specific to the alternative selected.” This plan is to monitor
activities and minimize effects. The plan is to be in place within 90 days after the ROD is signed.

. ‘ A — NO-4
What appears being said is, rather than selecting the alternative which has the least overall

impact, the AF will first select an alternative and then develop a mitigation plan.
a. How will the public be informed of the scope and specific details of the Mitigation Plan?

b. How will the public be informed of any data collected under this plan or any other activities
established to monitor the impact of the F-35 basing decision?

Page 10f4
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c. How will the public be informed of any mitigation actions taken as a result of the data

collected? p NO-4
d. Will the public have the opportunity to comment on the Mitigation Plan before it is signed?

5. Page 2-71, Table 2-19 states that a study is currently being conducted on the feasibility of
operating six days a week; however, a decision has not yet been made. DO'1
a. When and how will the public be notified of the results of the study?

6. Page 3-8, Para 3.3.3 states the F-35A modeled noise was adjusted for the F-35B and F-35C,

— NO-1

a. What actual values were used to adjust the F-35A model for the F-35B and F-35C?

7. Page ES-66, Figure ES-19, shown below, along with the accompanying definitions of the color
code, is a color chart that depicts the results of the analysis contained in the Revised Draft SEIS.

e Green — May include some beneficial or adverse environmental consequences, but overall
neither beneficial nor adverse

® Yellow — Potential adverse environmental consequences or burdens on the resource, or
issues with the resource have been identified

#® Red — Unavoidable adverse environmental impact

- g g ] -
Eg| ¢ g 8| £ | ¢
23| § s | B 5 £
P s | €2 % ° z & g | 5%| 2 2 3
g s |3 |88 £ & |5 | 5| £ 28|28 |2|3
Alternative & k- = g5 g E a £ e & = 2
s | = 3 |8E| 2| 5 e | 8| 2 |88| § Fa ]
£8| 8 = 2152 & | B 2
§5| ~ 23| £ 3 3
3 E £8| £ 2 d
[No Action nfa
1A nfa
ISF Construction |— :‘::
and Ground ”
Operations L3
W
W
nfa
[No Action nfa
1 wa
1] nfa
1SF Flight Training [— 22 ::j
nfa
wa
wa

Figure ES-19. Summary of Impacts

a. For Noise, Alternative 1A is rated solid Red while Alternative 11 and 2A and 2E are rated a
Yellow/Red. By the AF evaluation, 11, 2A and 2E have a better rating than 1A, the preferred

alternative.
b. For Safety, Alternative 1A and 2E are rated Green/Yellow while Alternative 1l and 2A are
rated solid Yellow. The AF evaluation for safety does not appear accurate when the SA 2
increased operations over Valparaiso and the increased Other operations driven by
Page 2 of 4
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Alternative 1A are considered, along with student pilots directly out of UPT training in a

single seat fighter near and over civilian populations. It appears that Alternative 1A should

be graded as solid Yellow, at best, and perhaps Yellow/Red; while Alternatives 1l and 2A SA-2
should be graded as least Green/Yellow and perhaps solid Green. (See my comments 12 and

13 below for additional discussion on this subject of safety.)

Using its own data in these two critical categories, it appears the AF has selected a less
desirable alternative. Why?

Page 1-9, line 4-5. Explain the AF estimate of 22 Full course equivalent in terms of sorties per
student pilot, engine runs for maintenance student training. Explain the same for Navy and DO'4
Marine Corps.

Page ES-13, para 3.2.3. This paragraph says that the AF will minimize or avoid routine use of

01/19. Yet the additional 22,707 annual Other operations appear to routinely use 01/19, exactly D 0-1
the opposite of the Executive Summary statement. If these operations are associated with F-35

training, why are they shown using runway 01/19?

Page ES-38, para 4.2. This paragraph states that Alternative 1A produces noise >80 dB DNL on
97 off base people. It further states Alternative 11, 2A, and 2E produce noise >80 dB DNL on no
off base people. Did the AF consider this fact in its decision to select Alt 1A as its preferred
alternative? If no, why?

Page ES-52, para 4.11. This paragraph, discussing Physical Resources, states "Under Alternatives
2A, 2B, 2C ... construction over surface waters or within wetland areas would be avoided, and
thus no direct impacts to surface waters and wetlands would occur." Did the AF consider this

fact in its decision to select Alt 1A as its preferred alternative? If no, why?

Page ES 68, Table ES-19. Alternative 1l is evaluated Yellow for safety due to ordnance and
taxiing over a busy public highway. Aircraft with live ordnance could and would still use runway
12/30 to relieve the ordnance safety problem. As far as taxiing over a busy public highway,
commercial airliners do this routinely every day at LAX, DFW, and other airports. Does the AF SA-Z
consider this anymore "unsafe" than using Runway 01/19 over Valparaiso 30 times a day by

student pilots (table xx in Annex E). Request the AF reassess the safety grade for Alternative 11.

Page 3-84, Table 3-34. The AF estimates an accident rate of 1.65 years between mishaps for F-
35A and F-35C and 1.1 years between mishaps for F-35B. Further, the Revised Draft SEIS states
"The vast majority of aircraft mishaps take place immediately adjacent to the runway."

a. Why did the AF select Alternative 1A as its preferred alternative given the proximity of
Runway 12 to the McKinley Hangar, a national resource, used by military and commercial
interests for climatic testing; the gun test facility; the GWEF; and the fuze test facility?

b. What was the accident rate for the F-16 training at Luke AFB for student pilots coming
directly out of UPT for the first 5 years when the F-16 was new, coming off the
manufacturing line, just as the F-35 is doing today?

Page 3of 4
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14.

15.

16

—
Letter Reports. The letter reports, upon which the Revised Draft SEIS noise data is based, do not

appear to have the 20 aircraft profiles listed consistently from loudest to least loudest. This will
reduce the overall value of the cumulative DNL for those noise receptors in which this error is
made. The data needs to be adjusted to calculate the correct DNL values and make the
appropriate adjustments to the Revised Draft SEIS.

a. Request that the Revised Draft SEIS clearly identify where noise data is changed, as well as

all other changes, through a changes table. Note: This is a commen practice in technical

3038

— NO-1

reports and in many government specifications, instructions, and technical orders.

Page 4-18, Table 4-6. The Revised Draft SEIS shows 115 and 142 interior noise events above
50dB Lmax every day for Lewis Middle School (SP 11) and the STEMM school (SP 12),
respectively, as well as interior noise events at several other locations in Valparaiso and Niceville
for the AF preferred Alternative 1A. For Alt 11 SP11 and SP 12 have 88 and 106 interior noise
events, respectively. For Alt 2A, the SP 11 and SP12 interior noise events drop to 30 and 56,
respectively. To better understand the source of every noise event and allow a more visible
picture of which alternative has the least impact on Valparaiso and Niceville, the following is
requested to be shown in the next issue of the SEIS.

a. Page 4-18, Table 4-6, For Alternative 1A, the preferred alternative, for each of the locations
in the table, and SP 11 and SP 12 at a minimum, provide a complete list of the sorties which
cause each noise event. The list or table should consist of the same data/information
contained in Annex E for each noise receptor. Also, correlate each sortie to the list of 20

loudest in the FOIA released additional information associated with the data in Annex E.

b. Page 4-28, Table 4-11. For Alternative 11, for each of the locations in the table, and SP 11
and SP 12 at a minimum, provide a complete list of the sorties which cause each noise
event. The list or table should consist of the same data/information contained in Annex E
for each noise receptor. Also, correlate each sortie to the list of 20 loudest in the FOIA
released additional information associated with the data in Annex E.

c. Page 4-38, Table 4-16. For Alternative 2A, for each of the locations in the table, and SP 11
and SP 12 at a minimum, provide a complete list of the sorties which cause each noise
event. The list or table should consist of the same data/information contained in Annex E
for each noise receptor. Also, correlate each sortie to the list of 20 loudest in the FOIA
released additional information associated with the data in Annex E.

Noise Abatement measures. | will suggest noise abatement measures in a separately submitted

question set.

Robert Bachelor

Page 4 of 4
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-----Original Message-----

From: Keith Lamm

Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2013 3:31 PM

To: Spaits, Mike GS12 USAF AFMC 96 TW/PA
Subject: Eglin BRAC Revised SEIS

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: Keith Lamm |

Date: July 18, 2013

Subject: Eglin BRAC Revised SEIS

Dear Mr. Spaits,

| am writing express my support for the F-35 program at Eglin. | believe the
Air Force has made every effort to minimize the impact of any adverse effects
the F-35's will have on the local communities. Having the F-35 program at
Eglin is vital to our nation as well as our local economy.

Not to belittle the opinions of a few but | am deeply concerned that the
outcry from a small minority in our local communities is putting the F-35
program at Eglin and Eglin's mission in jeopardy. The concern regarding the
level of jet noise should not be an issue. Eglin has had an active military
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runway before the majority of the homes were even built in the areas that they
claim will be adversely impacted. There have been airplane crashes at and
around Eglin in the past. There have been several aircraft that produce loud

jet noise stationed at or have used the runways at Eglin in the past, such as
F-4's and B-52's.

In closing, | would like to state my support for the F-35 program and Eglin's
mission,

Keith Lamm

Sent from my iPhone
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16 Jul 2013

Mr. Michael Spaits,

96 TW/PA, Public Affairs Office
101 West D Avenue, Suite 236
Eglin AFB, FL, 32542

Dear Mr, Spaits,

This letter is in response to Mayor John Arnold’s June 28" letter to Valparaiso residents
regarding a meeting about the Air Force’s June 14, 2013 revised draft supplemental environmental
impact statement (SEIS), which recommended Alternative 1A, usc of both the present east/west and
north/south runways for future F-35 flights. Mayor Arnold encouraged residents who could not
attend the meeting to submit their comments to you directly. Accordingly, my comments are
provided below.

[ have been a resident of Valparaiso for many, many years, and it is my understanding that a
local resident donated the land to the Government to establish Eglin Air Force Base. For the Air
Force to now turn around and destroy the city by implementing Alternative 1A is truly
unconscionable!

1 believe many of the homes most affected by the noise levels belong to clderly
widows/widowers of long-ago-retired Air Force personnel. These people have already sacrificed
much for their country. They are not wealthy people, and their home is likely their single biggest
assct. These people would suffer great financial loss if the Air Force adopts Alternative 1A.
Additionally, some of these elderly people have serious health issues, and having this Alternative
forced upon them would likely cause premature deaths.

In my view, our Government wastes millions of dollars yearly on ‘questionable’ projects (a
bicycle path along Eglin’s main highway and building a new NCO club and then closing it are just 2
recent examples right on Eglin AFB). Further, our Government is constantly giving ‘foreign aid’ of
one type or another to other nations (often to have us ejected or condemned by that nation afterward).
Yet America’s crumbling infrastructure and inability to fund needed projects are in the news daily.
believe our tax payers’ dollars would be better spent on building a new runway on Eglin AFB
(Alternative 11) in order to meet America’s own needs, support the F-35 program, and improve
Eglin’s infrastructure.

Alternative 1A throws the people of the communities that enabled Eglin AFB to begin with
‘under the bus’. This is not fair! And I urge the Air Force to build a new runway on Eglin because it
is the right thing to do.

Sincerely, _ .
Wpsmmer & Zerikl
Norma E. Fink

Copy to: Mayor John B, Arnold

January 2014 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement A-65
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Public Involvement

Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111

3041

Fred Benedick
July 19,2013

Mr. Michael Spaits

Eglin AFB Public Affairs Office
96 TW/PA

101 West D Avenue, Suite 236
Eglin AFB, FL 32542-5499

Mr. Spaits:

I am a resident of Valparaiso who stands to be significantly impacted by the planned F-35
flight training operations at Eglin Air Force Base if the Air Force implements its
preferred alternative (1A). Iattended the Public Hearing on the Revised Draft
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) held in Valparaiso on 9 July, and
was truly appalled that the Air Force continues to propose a course of action that will
overwhelmingly and disproportionately impact Valparaiso, when several other viable
options are available.

I strongly urge the Air Force to select Alternative 11 or one of the other alternatives that
will minimize the impact on Valparaiso. Since the implementation of Alternative 1A
would change land use categories (and almost inevitably the associated property values)
in affected areas of Valparaiso with no promise of compensation, it would be
fundamentally unjust, If the Air Force is serious about being a good neighbor and
working with the local communities, it is imperative that another alternative be selected.

Please include my above-stated comments in the public comments to the Revised Draft
SEIS.

Sincerely, 2 i 7

Fred Benedick
Valparaiso Resident
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July 4, 2013
William and Analaura Bellamy
Mr. Mike Spaits
Eglin Air Force Base Public Affairs Office
101 West D. Avenue, Suite 236
Eglin AFB, F1.32542-5499
spaiism@eglin.alimil.
Subject: Jet Noise Consequences
To whom this will concern:
We wanl the F-35 planes to come to Okaloosa County just as much as anyone. We
want the city and county to succeed financially, which will happen by the growth of
Eglin Air Force base and its successful missions.
This new fighter plane is a single seat plane with no back-up pilot. The Air Force
has already stated it is expecting crashes to occur. If I had to guess when this would
occur it would be on take off or landing. Yes, right over the homes in question. What
are the lives of people worth? Surely this must be the first consideration when we
look at using runway 01/19 as the Air Force wants. If the selection of this runway is
the most economical solution then the purchase of the homes subjected to noise
levels above 65 decibels and greater must be considered.
What is the plan for these residents that live in the areas subjected to noise levels of
65 decibels or greater? No one is addressing the 400+ homes that will be subjected
to noise levels of 65 decibels and above making their homes uninhabitable. I asked
the question at an earlier meeting with the Air Force in October 2010 "Is the Air
Force, county or state going to buy my home at a fair market price", This question
has not been answered.
Sincercly
LAY UL avn F)UJM\(‘*\/
o Dl
' &\_____
William and Analaura Bellamy  m—
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24 July 2013

Mr Michael Spaits,

Eglin AFB Public Affairs Office. 96 TW/PA
101 West D Avenue

Suite 236

Eglin AFB FI. 32542

Dear Mr Spaits

In reference to the F-335, the noise is one thing, but we are used to it, the degradation of
our property is, however, frightening! Please remember that many, many of the property
owners in the proposed affected area were themselves active Air Force members for any
amount of years...10, 20, 30 plus. The Air Force was a primary focus, and remains so
for all their lives. Many retired at a time when monthly AF pay was minimal and
pensions likewise; however, they retired on it and bought houses in Valparaiso. Many of
their children who attended school while their parents were stationed at Eglin also stayed
here, or moved back as it was home to them. They, too, invested in Valparaiso property
and supported the schools and businesses that make up the town.

Please consider these lifetime Air Force people who have pride and history in their
service. Resolve that the flight plan you choose affects the fewest and does not destroy a
small city that has been here since the inception of Eglin AFB.

Yours sincerely

m,\ YTV O . f\c' CQJ,{A

MAUREEN A. MCCAIN
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-—--Original Message--—-

From: Don Caverly

Sent: Thursday, July 25,2013 11:28 AM

To: Spaits, Mike GS12 USAF AFMC 96 TW/PA
Subject: F-35 Beddown At Eglin AFB

Mr. Spaits,

| have gone through the EIS for F-35 Beddown At Eglin AFB dated May 2013 and
the Record of Decision (ROD) dated 5 February 2009. It seems to me that,
based on what | have read in the Eglin Eagle, Bay Beacon, and Northwest
Florida Daily News that the Air Force has been successful in maturing F-35
training under the constraints of the ROD. Therefore | do not understand
why, as | read the EIS, it does not endorse continuing to operate under the
ROD constraints (three squadrons of F-35s at Eglin AFB and "limited F-35
operations" on Runway 01 and Runway 19) as the preferred alternative.
Doing so would provide a known environment for the Air Force and local
residences and businesses.

| live in Valparaiso outside the 65 DB DNL line as depicted on EIS page
4-89.

As | read the EIS, the difference between F-35 training under the ROD
constraints and SEIS Alternative 1A is the number of F-35 flights over
Valparaiso and the attendant increased noise impact on Valparaiso. | did
not find the EIS to be making any assertion that F-35 training under the ROD
constraints had been negatively impacted, therefore | wonder why the Air
Force selected alternative 1A that does negatively impact Valparaiso and
Niceville.

Another item that | could not understand about the EIS is the lack of a

3045

— PA-1

sense of urgency for changing the allowed usage of the area in Valparaiso —
that the Air Force has identified as a "Clear Zone". If this area really
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has an increased probability of being impacted by an aircraft mishap, it

would seem appropriate for some government agency to initiate action to

reduce the adverse results of such an impact.

| could not identify where in the EIS the impact of weather parameters on

F-35 flight operations is considered. Weather conditions such as inversion NO-1
layers and wind velocities may significantly effect the impact of F-35

generated noise on residences, businesses, schools, etc.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the EIS For F-35 Beddown At

Eglin AFB

Don Caverly

e
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----- Original Message-----

From: judi arnts

Sent: Friday, July 26, 2013 7:48 AM

To: Spaits, Mike GS12 USAF AFMC 96 TW/PA
Subject: Eglin BRAC Program

Good Day Mr. Spaits,

| would like to submit my comments for the public hearing that was held on 9
July 2013 in Valparaiso. After listening to the military briefing, | was

must say as there could have been better information afforded the community
than Eglin AFB provided. As a civilian that works at Hurlburt Field, a

military spouse of more than 24 years, and a member of this community since
1991, the issues are avoidable if the all the information is put on the

table. After reviewing your pamphlet, it appears that the alternatives
mentioned would be costly in the terms of fuel to taxi to the other
fields/flight line. Utilizing the east/west flight line since it is on the

side of the base where the F-35 is currently hangered is the most logical
choice. Also, it might have added to the benefit of all involved if you

could have included in your study all the affects of all the aircraft

affecting the area, not just the F-35. With having Eglin, Hurlburt, Duke,

and Whiting Field plus the airport all competing for range, air, and runway
time, this may give the civilians in the area an idea to what assets the

military have and how it is utilized in this area. This may also

demonstrate the different challenges that all the communities face as well,
knowing full well there is a range may be in back yard. There are planes

and helicopters even flying over the beaches and gulf of Mexico over boats,
so it even affects the tourists.

The base commanders and the mayors of all the cities in Okaloosa County must
come together to discuss this issue. The aircraft that fly in the airspace
does not just affect Valparaiso, it affects the citizens that work on Eglin
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AFB as well as Niceville and Shalimar. What about the F-16? It is very

loud, does this not bother anyone?But what Mayor Arnold does not care to
acknowledge is that the other cities also deal with aircraft noise, the

C-130U aircraft dropping their shells or shooting their guns out in Navarre

or north of Niceville. There is the constant flow of airplanes coming in

and out of VPS, flight patterns coming over Ft Walton Beach, Niceville,
Destin, Mary Esther, and all the other cities in the counties. There is

also the Destin airport with their planes as well. What about Duke Field,
there are aircraft out there, flying up near and around Crestview. Does

that community have any issues that Mayor Arnold seems to be oblivious? No,
because no one else has any issues. This is a military community that
understands their is some give and take with training. When you live around
an Air Force base that has airplanes, there will be noise.

There is no one in this county that is unaffected by aircraft at some point.
Eglin AFB has been active in this community for 75 years. Where was Mayor
Arnold when all the other aircraft over the past 75 years was making noise?
Was he not an elected official for the past 50 years? Is this something new
to this town? | am very confused.

As a resident for the past 23 years, | have lived in Ft Walton Beach, owned

a home in Mary Esther, and now own a home in Niceville. | love this area

and cannot imagine living anywhere else. We had a short PCS to Germany, and
I truly missed hum of the C-130's as they sit on the runway. | am so

blessed we are here and | can see and hear the Air Forces assets in action.

| believe this community would be devastated if the F-35 program was
cancelled and moved to another base. We cannot let Eglin become a BRACed
base. With the AFMC already moving part of its mission to Edwards and
Wright-Patterson, we as a community need to rally, come together and support
the program we have in place. If we do not, | am sure the Air Force will

BRAC the whole base and we will loose in the end. Please do what you can to
keep the program alive and well here. | love to watch ALL aircraft

training, to know that one day they will protect me and my family wherever
they may be called to go.

Regards,

Judi Arnts
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Revised SEIS Comments #2 27 July 2013

Page 21, Table ES-13. The number of Off-Installation Population exposed to 65-75 dB at Duke
Field under No Action, Alt 1A and Alt 1l is listed as zero. Table ES-17 of the 2010 SEIS shows
these same three Alts as 444, 444, and 450 people. How can these relatively large numbers NO-3
possibly have gone to zero?

Page 4-12, Table 4-3. Under Revised SEIS Alt 1A an estimated 97 off-base persons will be
exposed to noise greater than 80 dB and may well experience long term hearing damage. These
noise levels would not meet OSHA noise safety regulations, much less more rigorous FIOSH
requirements. Under Alts 11 and 2A there are no persons at risk for hearing loss. Why is the Air
Force less caring about its community neighbors than it is about its on-base personnel?

Page 21, Table ES-13. Alt 1A will increase the number of off-base population exposed to >75 dB
noise to 646 from the 2006 AICUZ number of 164, an increase of 394%. How can this increase
be justified when Alt 11 actually reduces the total number of persons exposed to 65 ->75 dB
relative to AICUZ 20067

Page 66, Figure ES-19. Alt 1l is underrated in a number of areas in terms of impacts. Safety
should be green with runway approaches being on AF property. Noise should be green (or at

least yellow) based on nos. 2 & 3 above.

Page 4-33 and Fig 4-10. The SEIS states that areas north of Eglin Main will be exposed to noise
produced by F-35s operating from Duke Field. How? The noise contours around Duke don’t
impinge on Eglin Main and, if there are no F-35s based at Eglin Main, where is the noise being NO-3
produced?

Page 4-30, Fig 4-10. Why is the Eglin Main noise contour larger on Runway 01/19 than 12/30? _'_ NO-3
SEIS page 4-3, Table 4-1 vs. Revised SEIS page 4-7, Table 4-1. F-35 Afterburner Takeoffs at Eglin

Main actually are UP 170% in the Revised SEIS vs the 2010 SEIS. Afterburner ops are VERY NO-3
noisy. Why this change?

Pages 4-7 & 4-19 vs. page 4-29. For Alts 1A and 11, there are NO Duke Field afterburner takeoffs;

yet for Alt 2A, 59% of takeoffs use afterburner. Why is this? This data makes one seriously ]_ NO-3
wonder if the percentages in question 7 above are understated. Please re-check them.

Page 3-15, Fig 3.2. Since this figure is for the No Action Alternative, why is there a DOUBLE ]_
north-south noise contour at Duke Field? Is this entire Figure out of place or incorrect?

NO-3
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————— Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Saturday, July 27, 2013 10:24 AM
To: Spaits, Mike G512 USAF AFMC 96 TW/PA
L5 o mayor@valg.org-
Subject: Written Comments- Eglin BRAC Revised Draft SEIS
Public Hearing Written Comment Form
Eglin BRAC Revised Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS)
27 July, 2013
To:
Mr. Michael Spaits
Eglin AFB Public Affairs Office
96 TW/PA
101 West D Avenue, Suite 238
Eglin AFB, FL 32542
I request confidentiality. Withhold my name and address from public
disclosure under the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA).

------ Currently on Eglin AFB, our newest, most stealthy Top Secret F-35
fighter/bomber is being parked, operated, and maintained within plain view
of every passenger, crew member,and airport worker at NW Florida Regional
Airport. All anyone in the world who wants a close up view of this state-
of- the- art 150 million dollar plane has to do is buy a plane ticket to
Fort Walton Beach. Our enemies have most certainly "set up shop" at NW
Florida Regional Airport to gather as much intelligence as they can about
this aircraft. Why wouldn't they? It's too easy. | can't imagine any other
country in the world placing a new military aircraft in such a vulnerable
location, security-wise. Air Force officials in charge of protecting
detailed characteristics of the F-35 should:

L
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1) See that it is moved to a more secure location like Duke Field, or
2) Close Eglin Main to non-military aircraft.

------Everywhere the F-35 is based there will be noise issues. As long as
the Air Force insists on overflying Valparaiso, the F-35 noise issue will
grow and spread, and the harder it will be to base this plane anywhere.

------With 82,000 F-35 events a year in a training environment on Eglin,
has the FAA decided regular commercial flights can continue to operate SA-2
safely?

------ When Congress makes future BRAC decisions concerning Eglin, the
F-35, and the Test Wing, leaving such valuable assets right smack in the
middle of Hurricane Alley may not be the smartest thing to do. From the
ever-increasing premiums being charged local policy holders, the Property
Insurance Industry has obviously determined this area to be at critical risk
from devastating storms.

——————— Why should residents of Valparaiso care about the economic welfare
of the rest of the county when their own homes have been rendered unlivable
and nearly worthless by the USAF? Why wouldn't Valparaiso homeowners become
activists to close Eglin AFB?

If Okaloosa County and the Air Force are looking to the future and
new BRAC decisions concerning Eglin, they would be smart to join Valparaiso
and Mayor Arnold in finding a solution to the F-35 noise problem. Viable
solutions exist that don't include hundreds of ear-splitting, bone-jarring
low level F-35 events every day over Valparaiso. If BRAC decides to close
Eglin, don't blame the residents of Valparaiso. Blame the Air Force and the
rest of the county for failing to rally around their sister city to find a
solution.

USAF Retired
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GEORGE H. NEWMAN
Eglin AFB Area Resident

I Fely 98,3013

Public Comments to Revised Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement (RDSEIS) For F-35 Beddown At Eglin Air Force Base Florida

Mr. Michael Spaits, 96 TW/PA
Eglin AFB Public Affairs Office
101 West D Avenue Suite 236
Eglin AFB Florida 32542-5499

Per RDSEIS guidance on page 1-15, the following are my substantive comments that
challenge the analysis, methodologies, and/or information in the Revised Draft SEIS. These
comments are my opinions based upon review and understanding of the RDSEIS and related
documents. From my perspective these comments will show: The RDSEIS adulterated noise
data by inappropriately mixing noise data from “other than F-35 aircraft™ with that of F-35
specific noise data, and presented the results in RDSEIS tables; the RDSEIS failed to include,
analyze, and report Environmental Protection Agency concerns strongly expressed in their
November 8. 2010 letter to Eglin AFB; the RDSEIS failed to analyze and quantify ground
movement conflicts between civil and F-35 aircraft at Eglin AFB: the RDSEIS failed to address
the Waste and Abuse of performing redundant Initial Joint Training Site (IJTS) flight training
operations that will also be flown at Luke AFB Arizona: and the RDSEIS failed to analyze and
provide quantitative data to support RDSEIS assumption that F-35 Air-to-Ground gunnery /
bombing on C-52 would not add any additional noise. Note: 1JTS is referred to throughout this
document, but was renamed as the Integrated Training Center (IJT).

The RDSEIS adulterated noise data by inappropriately mixing noise data from “other than F-
35 aircraft” with that of F-35 specific noise data, and presented the adulterated noise results in
RDSEIS tables. Inclusion of this disinformation renders the noise related portions of the
RDSEIS inaccurate. As stated in RDSEIS introduction letter, “The supplemental document
addresses where the F-35 aircraft may ultimately bed down on the Eglin Reservation.,. ™
RDSEIS analysis scope is echoed on page 4 of the May 2013 Executive Summary. and again on
the RDSEIS Cover Sheet. I have been unable to find BRAC/NEPA/SAF authorization for the
SELS and ROD processes to sum/mix aireraft noise data from any other aircraft. Two of many
examples are provided:

A.  Alternative 2E Table 2-18 states, “The highest noise levels would be between 75 dB
and 79 dB DNL impacting a total of 198 residents in the vicinity of Eglin Main Base.” And.
final sentence, “Therefore, the noise levels generated under Alternative 2E could have adverse
impacts to children. These stated adverse impacts are grossly misleading--neither residents nor
children in the vicinity of Eglin Main Base will be affected by F-35 noise because F-35"s 65 dB
noise contour terminates 6 miles from the center of Eglin AFB.

B. Alternative 2E Table 4-37 provides there are 10 Eglin AFB area locations that will
experience between 73 to 113 dB SEL. This stated adverse impact is grossly misleading.
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Neither residents nor children in the vicinity of Eglin Main Base will be affected by F-35 noise NO-3
because F-357s 65 dB noise contour terminates 6 miles from the center of Eglin AFB I

In contrast, Luke AFB’s F-35 FEIS breaks out “other aircraft” noise data as Baseline,
followed separately by specific F-35 noise data. Unlike the Eglin RDSEIS, the Luke FEIS does
not appear to skew data by summing/combining Baseline and F-35 noise data together--see
Table LU 3.2—4, page LU-33, NO-1
http://www f-3Satrainingeis.com/resources/kF-
35A%20TB%20TEIS%20V0l%201%20June%202012%20F1%20Chap%204%201 uke%20L.U-
1%20thru%20LU-100.pdf

The RDSEIS completely ignored significant concerns and recommendations expressed in

Envirenmental Protection Agency letter dated Nov. 8, 2010. See Attached or view at:
http://yosemite.epa.gov/oeca/webeis.nsf{PDF View)/20100381/5file/20100381.PDF ?OpenElement

“EPA is particularly concerned over noise impacts to children
per Executive Order 13045: Protection of Children from
Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks. E.Q. 13045
recognizes children may suffer disproportionately from
environmental health risks and safety risks. Because their
smaller ear canals magnity the sounds entering the ear canals,
children’s hearing may be particularly sensitive. For example,
a 20-decibel difference can exist between adult and infant
ears.” ... “Consequently, the FSEIS should identify the
population of children, analyze potential noise impacts upon
them, and identify mitigation alternatives, including re-
evaluating the preferred alternative selection. For example,
Alternatives 2A, 2C, and 2E appear to impact the least number
of schools.” Additionally,

“... EPA recommends the AF reconsider its preferred
alternative to select one that best minimizes residential noise
impacts in the context with other project impacts.”

RDSEIS failed to quantify the severity and economic impact of increased congestion created
by F-35 and civilian aircraft at Eglin under Option 1A. The RDSEIS briefly acknowledged.
“JSF flight training operations would impact air traffic controller workload and contribute to
increased congestion (air and ground delays) for military and civilian aircraft across the region.”
(Table 2-18). This overly simplified note 1s inaccurate and misleading because the congestion
does not apply to all alternatives as the RDSEIS states. Under alternatives 2A/2E, there will be
no JSF related ground conflicts and/or delays because the JSF will not be operating at Eglin b AS-1
AFB.

Eglin’s commercial air operations are expected to be significantly impacted because there is a
chokepoint, a single taxi route, that must be shared between all F-35 and all commercial aircraft
ground operations (see Taxiway Hotel, between V and F http://155.178.201.160/d-
tpp/1308/00436AD.PDF ). Therefore, modeling and assessing Option 1A’s operational
impediment and economic impact is essential to ROD decision process
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The RDSEIS failed to address and analyze the Waste and Abuse of performing redundant
RTU flight training that will be accomplished at Luke AFB Arizona. As such, the RDSEIS
included an excessive number and type of training sorties (air-to-air, air-to-ground. low-level
navigation, air-refueling...) into RDSEIS noise models.

Putting F-35 1JTS flight training requirements at Eglin AFB into perspective:

- BRAC 2005 established the limit of IJTS flight training as. *...teaches entry-level
aviators and maintenance technicians how to safely operate and maintain the new Joint
Strike Fighter (JSF) (F-35) aircraft.” (BRAC Report, Vol VI, May 2005)

- Record of Decision repeated BRAC 2005 flight training scope on page 4, and further
clarified on page 8, “F-35 flight training will include instructor training, transition /
conversion training, refresher/requalification training as well as initial pilot qualification
training.” (SAF/IE Record of Decision, 5 Feb 09)

Luke AFB’s F-35 RTU flight training programs will provide essentially the same flight
training as the RDSEIS portrays: Luke will provide full-scale RTU training for U.S., Australian,
Italian, Turkish and Norwegian pilots with 144 F-35 aircraft. Supporting this, Luke’s Academic
Training Center is budgeted for $54 million, $10 million for Squadron Operations building, and
$6 million for the Aircraft Maintenance Unit. Starting with the second squadron, the operations
and maintenance facilities will be combined in new $18 million buildings.
hitp://www.azcentral.com/community/glendale/articles/20130719luke-air-force-base-prepping-
for-arrival-of-f-jets.html?nclick check=1

BRAC’s IJTS flight training limits were clearly delineated. assumedly with the understanding
that a full-scale F-35 RTU would follow/replace IJTS. However, BRAC direction to teach entry-
level aviators how to safely operate the JSF has ballooned into what will soon be completely
redundant RTU flight training events. Assuming Eglin’s IJTS program executes and spends
man/flight hours to redundantly fly Luke AFB’s RTU syllabus, IJTS flight training will be
unjustifiably wasteful and an abuse of tax dollars.

RDSEIS failed to accomplish modeling and detailed noise analysis regarding planned IJTS
Air-to-Ground gunnery training which includes cannon fire and detonation of 300+ live bombs
on Range C-52. C-52 is seven miles from populated neighborhoods (see following photo) where
live bomb detonations effect tremendous shock wave and impulse noise on the local residential
comimunities. Additionally, aggressive air-to-ground gunnery flight maneuvering requires the
application of the highest power settings which result in extreme jet noise. Therefore, detailed
noise analysis regarding 1JTS Air-to-ground gunnery training, cannon fire, and detonation of
300+ live bombs on Range C-52 is essential. Without such analysis, ROD decision maker(s)
cannot adequately assess noise impact(s) of C-52 IJTS training on nearby residential

communities. —
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Distqnéé |
7 miles

Neighborhood
N side Rocky Bayou

Note: There is neither value added nor requirement to expend live bombs to train F-35 pilots.
Dropping live bombs by experienced fighter pilot “students” provides nothing to the training
experience. Additionally, carnage of live bombs in the vicimty of our populated neighborhoods
and expending them seven miles from our homes (especially when accomplished by foreign and
inexperienced students) results in substantial risks and severe detonation shock waves. See the
following for emphasis: http://breakingdefense.com/2013/07/22/us-bombs-australia-sort-of-
awkward-for-pacific-strategy/ “Australians are understandably upset after US Marine
Corps AV-8B Harriers, participating in a joint US-Australian exercise called Talisman
Saber, jettisoned two bombs into the waters of the Great Barrier Reef.”

In conclusion, The RDSEIS adulterated noise data by inappropriately mixing noise data from
“other than F-35 aircraft” with that of F-35 specific noise data; the RDSEIS failed to include,
analyze, and report Environmental Protection Agency concerns strongly expressed in their
November 8, 2010 letter; the RDSEIS failed to analyze, quantify, and report ground movement
conflicts between civil and F-35 aircraft at Eglin AFB; the RDSEIS failed to address the Waste
and Abuse of performing redundant flight training operations; and the RDSEIS failed to analyze
and provide quantitative data that supports RDSEIS assumption that bombing on C-52 would not
add any additional noise.

GEORGE NEWMAN
Eglin Area Resident

One Attachment:
EPA Letter to Eglin AFB dated November 8, 2010 (First 4 of 13 pages)
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P, UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

n % REGION 4
M SAM NUNN
Mo ATLANTA FEDERAL CENTER
61 FORSYTH STREET
ATLANTA GEORGIA 30303-8960

November 8, 2010

Mr. Mike Spaits,

Eglin AFB Public Affairs Office,
96 ABW/PA,

101 West D Avenue, Suite 110,
Eglin Air AFB, FL 32542-5499.

Subject: EPA NEPA Comments on U.S. Air Force (AF) Draft Supplemental Environmental
Impact Statement (DSEIS) for the F35 Beddown Eglin Airforce Base (AFB), Florida;
CEQ No. 20100381; ERP No. UAF-E15001-FL

Dear Mr. Spaits:

Consistent with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA) Clean Air Act
(CAA) § 309 and National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) § 102 (2)(C) responsibilities, EPA
rates this DSEIS as “EC-2."" EPA’s identified environmental concerns (“EC™), where additional
environmental information is needed (*2") are focused in the arcas of noise and water quality
impacts which are briefly outlined below and in detail in the enclosed comments.

Background

The DSEIS’ primary purpose is to convey the AF's analysis of: 1) the beddown location,
operational altematives and mitigations for the delivery of 59 F-35 Primary Aerospace Vehicles
Authorized (F-35) and 2) joint strike force (JSF) flight-operations alternatives to allow efficient
pilot training, de-conflict flying operations with other military and civilian operations, and
reduce or avoid noise impacts on sensitive receptors. The F-35 is a supersonic, single-seat,
single-engine plane.’ F-35 beddown requirements are for three multi-forces squadrons:’ an Air
Force squadron with 24 F-35A aircraft for Conventional Take-Off and Landing (CTOL), a
Marine Corps Fleet Replacement Squadron with 20 F-35 aircraft designed for Short Take-Off
Vertical Landing (STOVL), and a Navy Fleet Replacement Squadron with 15 F-35 aircraft, the
Carrier Variant (CV) having large, foldable wings used by the Navy. *

! See enclosed EPA-rating-system criteria definition document
o <% O ]
'P. 16,
‘Pa

Internet Address (URL) « hilp/iwww.epa gov
AecycieaRecyciadle + Proies win Vegetatve OF Based inks on Recycied Paper (Wrmurm 30, Posconsumer |
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In the DSEIS, the AF analyzed a range of altematives to maximize the number of flight
training operations to be conducted on the Eglin Reservation, preserve restricted airspace to the
grealest extent possible, and protect the military value of Eglin AFB as a major range test facility
base to support all existing and future military missions. Each alternative consists of a main
operating base (MOB) and 2 auxiliary fields. In the preceding 2009 Final EIS (FEIS), 12
candidate MOBs and 37 candidate auxiliary fields were evaluated and narrowed down to 3 MOB
candidates and 4 auxiliary ficld candidates.” Six alternatives carried forward and a new one
added for further analysis in the DEIS. The DSEIS identified the preferred altemnative to be
Eglin as the MOB and Choctaw and Duke Fields as the auxiliary fields. The preferred
alternative eliminates the runway flight restrictions limiting the F-35"s use to only one of Eglin's
three runways* (the DSEIS’ “no action™ alternative) because the majority of public comments on
the 2005 JSF Decision’ concerned aircraft-noise impacts to the public, human health, and
residential property values.

EPA’s Concerns

Noise and water-quality impacts are EPA's two primary concerns. Under the preferred
alternative, 1,174 off-installation residents near Eglin Main Base would be impacted by nolse
levels exceeding 75 Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL). Additionally, 211 on-i i
buildings and those who work in the vicinity would be exposed to noise levcls exceeding 80
DNL." According to the DSEIS, community response 1o noise in areas exposed to noise greater
than 75 DNL can be expected to be “very severe.” The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)
determines noise exposure at or above 65 DNL to be incompatible with residential land use.”

According to the DSEIS mgmﬁuml nonse exposure to local residents is predicted for all
alternatives. B the mi d in the DSEIS is primarily limited to aircraft
opcnuons EPA recommends the Final SEIS (FSEIS) discuss mitigation to address residential
lwlsc exposure and the pms;mclwc Record of Decision should provide commitment targets for

dations include: 1) residential mitigation (home buyouts and
soundproofing) starting with those residences located in l.he highest (nu:su!ﬂ) contours; 2)
greater use of auxiliary airfields, g that signifi recognized by
FICON"' do not result or are mitigated; and 3 ﬂcublhly in the |mpl=rnmml|nn nfmlllmy no-| ﬂv
days to overlap with holidays and weekends, EPA also p

’ Proposed Imple of the Base Realt and Closure (BRAC) 2005 Decisions and Related Actions at
Eglin AFB, FL Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS),
* Air Force's 2009 ROD, Implementation of Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 2005 Decisions for the Joint
Strike Fighter (JSF) Initial Joint Training Site (1ITS), Eglin AFB, Florida.

'Propased Imple of the Base Reah and Closure (BRAC) 2005 Dectsions and Related Actions at
.‘gim AFB, FL Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS).

‘P44

" The National Academy of Sciences 1977 report, Guidelines for Preparing Environmental Impact Statements on
Notse (CHABA, 1977), see p. 4-7.
"t/ www faa gov/aimons/eovironmental environmental desk_relmedin'desk_rel’ chap$.pdf and
hitp:/ www faa gov/airporty'aip guidance_letiers media PGL_05-04 pdf
' Federal Interagency Committee on Notse

January 2014 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement A-83
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Public Involvement

Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111

expected 1o be exposed to high noise levels should be noise-protected consistent with OSHA™
and AF regulations.

Mitigation in the form of the least envi Ily d i ive consistent with
the mission should minimize public noise impacts. The preferred alternative appears lo expose
the most residents at Eglin MOB to noise impacts compared to the other presented alternatives.
Alternatives 2A and 2E appear to reduce the overall residential noise exposure levels to the
public. But Alternative 2E may add significant residential noise impacts at Dukc Flcld
Consequently in the FSEIS, EPA ds the AF ider its p to
select one that best mmlmlzﬁ residential noise impacts in the oonmu with other project impacts.
The sigy of sel an ive with minimal noise (and other) impacts is that such
an alternative would minimize the need for mmgnlmn and 1mcr|lc|mn with Department of

Defense (DoD) policy that may limit off-i lential noise

EPA is particularly concemed over noise impacts to children per Executive Order 13045:
Protection of Children fram Emvrrorrmzn!al Hm.‘ril Risks am:' Safety Risks. E.O. 13045
recognizes children may suffer disp ly from I health risks and safety
risks. Because their smaller car camls magnify um sounds entering the ear canals, children’s
hearing may be particularly sensitive. For example, a 20-decibel difference can exist between
adult and infant ears,” All seven altemnatives analyzed in the DSEIS, including the no action
altemnative, indicate a concern for noise impacts to children. While the DSEIS alternatives
analysis discussed the number of schools and day-care centers pot:nlla]]y impacted, it did not

discuss the actual number of potential children, e.g., stud etc., exposed to

potentially detrimental noise impacts or identify mitigati to diminish the noise

|mpncts Consequently, the FSEIS should n‘jcmlfy the p ion of children, analyze

noise |mpncta upon thcm. and identify mitigati including re- ing the
ferred ion, For ple, Altenatives ZA‘ 2C, and 2E appear to impact the

prel
least number ofschools. While certain alternatives having a lesser noise impact to children may
instead have a greater potential for stormwater runoff impacts to water quality, water quality
impacts may be more easily mitigable than noise impacts to children

Consistent with Executive Order (EQ) 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental
Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations, the FSEIS should consider the
recommendation for the AF to establish a noise cchcls working group for Eglin AFB because

EPA is d about the proposed and in noise expy to area
rtsld:nls pnmcularly chlldrcn and EJ populations. Additionally, the FSEIS should document
the i and minority residents within the 65-70 and 70-75

DNL noise oomours.

Regarding EPA’s water-quality the FSEIS should address stormwater
pollution/runoff and erosion control measures taken to prevent the severe erosion associated with
the use of the 20-millimeter aircraft gunnery training target maintenance practices. This previous
gunnery training has caused severe erosion of the headwater stream slope of Bumntout Creek and
altered wetland habitats, Bumtout Creek Headwaters. EPA is concerned over continued impacts

" Occupational Safety and Health Administration.
" www childrensh org'customhearing healh himl
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to waters of the U.S., and encourages changes to minimize and mitigate these impacts be
reflected in the FSEIS. Additionally, the FSEIS should address stormwater pollution/runoff and
erosion control measures taken to prevent the severe erosion associated with the use of TA C-62
The FSEIS should address whether increased gunnery training will increase stormwater
runoff/pollution and erosion-related issues for existing target areas and what mitigation measures
will be taken, e.g., vegetation buffers surrounding the area to minimize erosion impacts to
streams.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and provided comments. The enclosure provides
more details regarding EPA’s concerns with the proposed action as described in the DSEIS. If
you wish to discuss this matter further, please contact Beth Walls (404-562-8309 or
walls beth@@epa. gov) of my staff.

Sincerely,

’ K‘M M Q,o-‘)

Heinz J. Mueller, Chief
NEPA Program Office
Office of Policy and Management

Enclosures: Summary of Rating Definitions and Follow Up Action
EPA’s detailed comments on the DSEIS
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SUMMARY OF RATING DEFINITIONS AND FOLLOW UP ACTION '
Environmental Impact of the Action

LO-Lack of Objections

The EPA review has not identified any potential environmental urpxu rvqnmna substantive changes to the

proposal. The review may have disclosed for measures that could be
accomplished with no more than minor changes 1o the proposal.

EC-Environmental Concerns

The EPA review has identified environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to fully protect the
environment. Corrective measures may require changes to the preferred or of mitigal
measures that can reduce the environmental impacts. EPA would like to work with the luda;my to reduce these
impacts.

[EO-Environmental Objections

The EPA review has identified significant environmental impacts that must be avoided in order to provide adequate
protection for the environment. Corrective measures may require substantial changes to the preferred aliernative or
consideration of some other project alternative (including the no action al or a new al ). EPA
intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts.

EU-Environmentally Unsatisfactory
The EPA review has identified adverse environmental impacts that are of sufficient magnitude that they are
unsatisfactory from the standpoint of public health or welfare or environmental quality. EPA intends to work with
the lead agency (o reduce these impacts. If the potential unsatisfactory impacts are not comected at the final EIS
sate, this proposal will be recommended for referral to the CEQ

Adequacy of the Impact Statement
Category |-Adequate
The EPA belicves the draft EIS ad: ly sets forth the impact(s) of the preferred alterative and

those of the alternatives reasonably available to the project or action. No further analysis or data collecting is
necessary, but the reviewer may suggest the addition of clarifying language or information.

Category 2-Insufficient Information
The draft EIS does not contain sufficient information for the EPA to fully assess the environmental impacts that
should be avoided in order to fully protect the environment, or the EPA reviewer has identified new reasonably
available alternatives that are within the spectrum of aliernatives analyzed in the draft EIS, which could reduce the
environmental impacts of the action. The identified data, analyscs, or should be
included in the final EIS

Category 3-Inadequate

EPA does not believe that the draft EIS ad: ly assesses Ik impacts of the
action, or the EPA reviewer has identified new, reasonably available alternatives that are outside of the spectrum of
alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS, which should be analyzed in order to reduce the potentially significant

! From EPA Manual 1640 Policy and Procedures for the Review of the Federal Actions Impacting the Environment.
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EPA's Cominents on the F-35 Basdown at Eglin AFB DSEIS (November 8, 2010) pl

Enclosure: EPA’s Comments on the F-35 Beddown at Eglin AFB DSEIS

Aircraft Noise Exposure

* Contour Depiction — Figures depicting noise contours for the No Action Alternative used
color-coding and showed noise levels up to 95+ DNL (e.g., Fig. ES-5), We assume that such
high levels only occur on airfield property as opposed to outside the airfield boundary where
residences would be exposed. The FSEIS should discuss this. On the other hand, noise

for action al ves used described contour lines and only showed a maximum
contour line of 85 DNL (i.e., 85-90 DNL). However, if there are off-airfield residents living
in higher contours (e.g., 90 DNL), those contours should also be depicted in the FSEIS.

Table ES-17 — EPA’s main concemn with DoD airfield noise impacts is the level of noise
p on local residential populati Table ES-17' enumerates the number of people

exposed to project mulllnry am:nﬂ noise levels by altemative.

o Contour Increments: The FSEIS should further dissect Table ES-17"s noise intervals into
conventional 5 D\‘ increments to provide specific data, particularly for the higher
contours. The provided >75 DNL contour should be subdivided further if off-airfield

dents are living in levated above 85 DNL. For example, contours should
disclose the i levels of exp to the off-airfield residents for each altemative,
such as 75-80 DNL, 80-85 DNL, 85-90 DNL and >95 DNL contours. Similarly, the
provided 65-75 DNL contour should also be subdivided into 65-70 DNL and 70-75 DNL
contours.

o Noise Exposure Levels: Table ES-17 shows that the No Action altemnative’ would
inimize aircraft noise exp: relative to several other altematives. We assume

operation of the to-be-delivered 59 F-35s is incorporated in these noise exposure data. The
FSEIS should clarify this. If so, consideration should be given to the No Action alternative
and continuing the restrictions provided by the 2009 FEIS since noise exposure impacts are
comparatively low (unless this alternative is inconsistent with the SEIS purpose and need
or BRAC realignment).

Table ES-17 shows that Altenatives 2A" and 2E* have the least aircrafi-noise residential
exposure with levels comparable to the No Action, which has the least public noise
exposure. Additionally, both 2A and 2E exhibit considerably reduced exposure levels
compared to the preferred altemative.’

+]

' P.ES-26.
* No Action: 1,809 residents within 63-75 DNL and 270 residents within >75 DNL ut E; glin Main; 444 residents
u.lllun 65-75 DNL at Duke Field; and no residents within 65+ DNL at Choctaw Field

2A; 1,801 residents within 65-75 DNL and 194 residents within >75 DNL at Eglin Main; 414 residents within
0547( DNL at Duke Field: and no residents within 65+ DNL at Choctaw Field.
* AlL 2E: 1,797 residents within 65-75 DNL and 194 residents within >75 DNL at Eglin Main; 781 residents within
65-75 DNL and 141 residents within >75 DNL at Duke Field; and no residents within
65+ DNL at Choctaw Field.
i Alt 1A: 2,289 residents within 65-75 DNL and 1,444 residents within >75 DNL at Eglin Main; 444 residents
within 65-75 DNL at Duke Field; and no residents within 65+ DNL at Choctaw Field.
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EPA’s Comments on the F-15 Beddown at Eglin AFB DSEIS (November 8, 2010) p2

o EPA ds the DSEIS prefi for 1A should be reconsidered or fully mitigated
because it would generate the highest levels of noise exposure to local residents of all the
presented altenatives, and therefore could result in public health and quality of life
concerms.

The FSEIS should clarify the noise impacts associated with 69 versus 59 F-35's at Eglin AFB.

The SEIS states, “[i]n addition to the Primary Aerospace Vehicle Authorized (PAA) described

here, the JSF IJTS plans to periodically operate approximately 10 additional F-35s at Eglin

AFB for a period of one to four months at a time.*" This statement appears to indicate 69 F-

35s will be based at Eglin while the DSEIS' noise analysis appears to be based upon 59. The

FSEIS noise analysis should reflect the burden ussomuted with 69 F-35s, particularly

idering the affected resid and

The FSEIS should explain whether the 232 fly days are the same days for all: Airforce,

Marines, and Navy. It is unclear whether the three armed forces will observe the same 133

“no fly" calendar days. The DSEIS states that “[o]n average, approximately 80 sorties would

be conducted per day, of which approximately 21 would be for CTOL students (i.e., AF), 31

for STOVL students (i.¢.. Marines), and 28 for CV students (i.e., Navy). And due to certain

military no-fly days, the aircraft would fly only 232 days in a year.

The FSEIS should clarify the total number of landings and take-offs per day, per year

expected at Eglin AFB. However, the DSEIS does not provide such numbers of operation.

For example, it states the Marine Corps planning factor is for 250 landings per student for the

entire training syllabus. The Navy was to build a syllabus allowing each student to achieve at

least 100 landings before beginning the Field Carrier Landing Practice (FCLP) phase,
approximately 2 per sortie. The FCLP phase has remained the same, with 10 landings per

flight.* This information does not readily lend to calculating the expected number of F-35

landings and take offs per day, per year.

The FSEIS should address the Eglin's Airforce R h Lab Munitions Di

F-35 Noise-Measurements April 2009 Study findings’: 1) the lvcrlgc person would estimate

the F-35 to be two — three times louder when landing than any Eglin-based aircraft; 2) it is

reasonable to expect the F-35s with a 40,000 Ib thrust engine would be in fact noisier than the

F-15/F-16s with 23,770 Ib mgm&s lhat are cum:tluy based at Eglin; 3) irreversible hearing

damage can result from rep over periods of time; 4) high F-35

noise levels will be problematic bou\ on and off base; 5) the proposed F-35 operations exceed

the National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH) recommendations for
maximum sound exposure per day, e.g., for F-35 take off level of 121 dB (@ 1,000 ft altitude
only | takeoff/day would be allowed (Note: The SEIS does not indicate the number of take-
offs or landings that would occur per day - se¢ comment above); 6) the F-35 landing
approach level of 105-106 dB at 500 ft altitude calls for 20 — 28 more passes per day than

allowed under NIOSH's lations; and 7) beddown of the F-35 aircraft at some
location deep in the Eglin Land Range Cumplcx eg., Dukc Field, is the only option that will
reduce noise to ptable levels in 3 ding Eglin Main.

The FSEIS should address the preceding 2009 FEIS noise findings that the F-35 at 2,000 ft
above ground level (AGL) is louder than the F-16 at 300 ft AGL.

wEe
1S
iata

.
* hatp. |u,wn orward. com ' wp-content uploads2009/12F_35_Noisc M 4 2.pdf
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EPA’s Comments on the F-35 Beddown at Eglin AFB DSEIS (November 8, 2010} p3

The FSEIS should discuss the F-35 flying altitude associated with the proposed F-35 training
at Eglin, and if altitude (as opposed to only take-off and landing operational noisc) was
considered in the noise study. The SEIS did not address this issue.
o For example, Table 3-1 indicates Eglin AFB Existing Airspace ranges from 300 ft AGL
floor to unlimited ceiling." The FSEIS should discuss whether the F-35 will be flown at
300 ft AGL, at what frequency, and where. According to the 2009 FEIS, the F-35 noise
level at 300 ft AGL is 133 dB while the NIOSH maxi ded daily
levels for 121 dB is 7 seconds.
Table 3-1 indicates low altitude training for the “military training route™ is 1,500 ft AGL.
The 2009 FEIS does not provide the F-35 dB level for 1,500 ft, instead it provides the F-35
noise level for 1,000 ft at 121 dB and 2,000 ft at 112 dB. The FSEIS should discuss
whether the F-35 will be flown at 1,500 ft AGL, at what frequency, where, and provide the
noise level for 1,500 ft AGL.
The United States Marine Corps (USMC) F-35 May 2010 draft EIS Frequently Asked
Questions (FAQ) indicates the F-35B will conduct 99 percent of its operations above 5,000
AGLY According to the 2009 FEIS Eglin noise study, the F-35"s noise level at 5,000
AGL is 99 dB. The FSEIS should discuss at what altitude AGL the F-35 will be flown for
most of its operations.
The USMC 2010 draft EIS FAQ indicates the F-35B will conduct more supersonic training
than existing military aircraft. The FSEIS should discuss whether more supersonic training
will occur than with existing aircraft based at Eglin AFB, what altitudes this training is
expected to occur and where supersonic operations will be allowed.
The FSEIS should identify and address aircrafi-noise impacts to children living, going to
school, and/or ing near the idered airficlds i with Executive Order 13045:
Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks.
o E.O. 13045 finds a growing body of scientific knowledge demonstrates that children may
suffer disproporti ly from envirc | health risks and safety risks. These risks
arise because: children's neurological, mmunalngmal digestive, and nlhcr bodlly sysmm
are still developing; children's size and weight may diminish their p
safety fe ; and children's behavior patterns may make them more susupt:blm
For example, children’s hearing may be particularly sensitive because their smaller ear
canals magnify the sounds entering the ear canals, which can translate into as much as a
20-decibel difference between adult and infant ears. For example, some toys and games
produce sounds as loud as a jet plane taking ofY, and that amount of output can cause
immediate and permanent hearing loss."
All seven alternatives analyzed in the DSEIS, including the no action alternative, indicate a
concern for noise impacts to children. For example, under the no action alternative the
DSEIS stalﬁ. “[s]chool and daycare facilitics exposed to noise levels above 75 DNL are
not idered to be ible uses or compatible outdoor land use and could increase
the risk of hearing loss in thldnm " Similarly under the preferred altemative, it states
“[t]herefore, the noise levels generated by 59 aircraft without flight limitations and the

o

=]

=]

(-]

o

»
P34,
" hnp:wwwusincisfwest.com/Resources Documents Frequenily_Asked Questions,pdf
”
Section 1-101
" www childrenshearing orp/custom hearing health hitm]
"p. 269
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EPA"s Comments on the F-15 Boddomwn at Eglin AFB DSEIS (November 8, 2010) pd

potentially adverse impacts to children may be considered significant."™ Under

Alternative 11 it states, *[t]herefore, the noise levels gcnmted under Alternative 11 could

have adverse impacts to children that may be id ifi '** Under Alternative

2A it states, “[t]herefore, lhc noisc levels generated under Alternative 2A could have
adverse impacts to children.'™ Under Al 2B it states, “[t]herefore, the noise levels
3mcra|od under All:cmnlnc B could have adverse impacts to cluldn:n that may be

P " Under Al 2C it states, “[t]herefore, the noise levels

generated under Alternative 2C could have adverse impacts to children that may be

considered significant.”™ For Alternative 2D it states, “[t]herefore, the noise levels
generated under Alternative 2D could have adverse impacts to children that may be

considered significant.™ And for Alternative 2E it states, “[fJor noise levels above 75

DNL, educational services are not compatible regardless of noise

the noise levels generated under Altemative 2E could have adverse impacts to children. s

The FSEIS should discuss the number of children potentially exposed to detrimental and

significant noise impacts and identify schools within the 65-70 and 70-75 dB DNL noise

including those p lly requiring noise attenuation and mitigation, since the
proposed flight operations have the potential to present a special risk to children.” The

DSEIS alternatives analysis discusses the number of schools and day-care centers

potentially impacted but does not discuss the number of potential children exposed to

potentially detrimental noise impacts.

« Consistent with Executive Order (EO) 12898, Federal Actions ta Address Environmental
Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Inceme Populations, the FSEIS should address the
following recommendations.

o The FSEIS should analyze the p | impacts to

o

hild: dto p

disproportionate impacts to EJ popul For example, Altematives 2A, 2C, and 2E
appear to impact the least number ul'uhools but alternatives 2D* and IE“ could have
adverse impacts that could be il i to EJ

The FSEIS should document the numbers and pcrccnuges of low-income and minority
residents within the 65-70 and 70-75 DNL noise contours. For example, 12 percent of the
pecplc affected by noise at 65 dB DNL may become highly annoyed ™ The DSEIS

the EJ populations that are exposed to noise levels above 75 dB DNL, but does
not discuss those exposed to noise levels between 65-70 dB DNL and 70-75 dB DNL.
The FSEIS should include a synopsis of the public comments received during the public
meetings and commenting period along with a summary of the Air Forces response related
to EJ.

(]

o
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EPA’s Comments on the F-35 Beddown at Eglin AFB DSEIS (November §. 2010} pS

Aircraft Noise Exposure Mitigation

* The FSEIS should |dmufy nolsc mmglmon nllcmauvcs for impacts to children, including
re-¢ g the p
o For example, Alternatives 24, 2C, and 2E appear to impact the least number of schools in
that both 2A and 2E would impact 2 schools and 2 day care centers while 2C would impact
one school and one day care center. While certain alternatives may have a greater potential
for stormwater runofT impacts to water quality yet have a lesser noise impact to children,
stormwater runoff impacts to water quality may be more easily mitigable than noise
impacts to children.
The FSEIS should discuss whether schools will require closing or relocating, e.g., the
according to the DSEIS, school and daycare facilities exposed to noise levels above 75
DNL are not idered to be compatible uses or compatible outdoor land use and could
increase the risk of hearing loss in children. Additionally, the FSEIS should discuss the
associated effects upon the local communities should closure or relocation be necessary for
mitigation.
The FSEIS should consider the recommendation for the AF to establish a noise effects
workmg group for Eglin AFB because EPA is concemed about the proposed and foresecable

(-]

in noise exp to area resid larly children and EJ populations. The
working group should address: 1) coordination with local officials to educate development
interests and the public about activities and devel that are ible with military

training activities; 2) receive feedback from the publu. about issue that may be of concemn; 3)
regularly apprise communities of any proposed changes to military flight operations,
including changes in duration, general flight paths, time of day/night, and noise associated
with the training initiative.

Since military aircraft are designed for performance rather than noise abatement, they

typically do not have any engine noise controls, unlike commercial airliners which are subject

to FAA noisc standards lmi mtmgs [c £, Stage 2 vs. 3 mrcmﬂ) Although military-aircraft
noise impacts are challenging to both operational (flight tracks) and land use (home

‘buyouts and sound-proofing) mllsgnuvc methods can be effective. EPA recommends the

FSEIS should discuss these as mitigation options.

o Table ES-17 indicates noise exposure levels from F-35 and other military aircraft are still
significant for many local residents despite the noteworthy mmgauve rnethcids cmummd.
e.g., 1) flight-number reductions (takeoffs and landi ), Op I-profile
changes (flight tracks), mghl-ﬂlghl restrictions, simulation versus actual training, and
R s 01/19-op 1 red use of auxiliary airfields (e.g., Duke and Choctaw
Fields); and “no-fly” days to limit sorties to 232 days per year instead of 365 days.”

o The FSEIS should consider the foll gr
= Residential Mitigation: Lnnd usc nuugnuon for residents living within the 65+ DNL

should be id ion methods include purchases and/or sound-
proofing of homes within the 65+ DNL contours, starting with the highest (noisiest)
contours. Table ES-17 indicates residents at the Eglin Main Base live in contours
noisier than 75 DNL for all Altemative A and B subaltematives (however, as indicated

* Table ES-20.
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EPA’s Comments on the F-35 Boddown at Eglin AFB DSELS  (November 8, 2010y p6

above, the number of residents living within the provided >75 DNL contour should be
further dissected into 5 DNL contour increments).
= Auxiliary Airfield Use: The use of auxiliary airfields to provide relief to a main airfield
could be further promoted to further relieve Eglin Main Base (which already
accommodates many aircraft operations of F-35 and other military aircraft). The
assumption is this mitigation method will not create significant noise increases to
residents living near Duke or Choctaw Fields without appropriate land use or
operational mitigation (i.e., +1.5 DNL or greater for background levels of 65 DNL or
+3.0 DNL or greater for background levels of 60 DNL®).
= No-Fly Days Flexibility: The 133 designated “no-fly" days per year should be further
discussed in the FSEIS in terms of their application ﬂcxibilily. The FSEIS should
discuss whether holidays and weekends are P d into these desi d days.
Within the limits of the mission, nighttime sorties should also be limited to ‘minimize
sleep interference, particularly if air-delivered ordnance training is involved.
On-Airfield Personnel Protection: The provided contour figures™ indicate military and
contractor personnel working on the installation (Eglin Main, and Duke and Choctaw
Fields) may experience very high noise levels of 95+ DNL. EPA expresses concemn
over these high noise levels and defers to AF and (OSHA) regulations regarding ear
protection for such personnel.
= Alternative Selection: The most effective noise “mitigation” would be noise avoidance
by selecting the alternative with the least noise impacts that meets the mission and
project purpose and need. The preferred alternative (1A) compared 1o the other
alternatives will result in the greatest exp of residents to fi impacts at
the Eglin Main Base (including 1,444 mldcnls at ’75 DN L) plus addmon.l exposure
al Duke Field. The FSEIS should the ps ve from a noise-
impact perspective; Alternatives 2A and 2E have lh: lowest exposure levels to local
residences at the Eglin Main Base. However, 2E does have the greatest exposure levels
for Duke Field, including 141 residents at >75 DNL. The significance of selecting an
alternative with minimal noise (and other) impacts is that such an altemative would
muumjz: the need fnr mitigation und interaction with DoD policy that may limit off-
T | noise

- The AF against most i uses in nlcu m:posed to nmlc Icvcls
greater than 65 DNL unless special noi i d into the
residences. For example, in areas exposed to noise at 65-70 DNL 225 dB outdoor-to-indoor
noise level reduction (NLR) is required in order for the d to be 1
with noise. And in areas exposed to noise at 70-75 DNL, a 30 NLR is required for the
ohe dered P

o The FSEIS should discuss lh: application of this Handbook to onsite and offsite

residences.

 These incremental levels of significance were agreed upon by the Federal Interagency Committee on Noise
("Fl(ﬂNl which included the AF, FAA and EPA.

P. ES-5.

P58
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COMMENTS TO THE REVISED DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT FOR F-35 BEDDOWN AT EGLIN AFB, FLORIDA —

1. The 5dB hearing loss listed at Page 3-12 Line 14 should be included in Section 2.6.3 — NO-5
Unavoidable Impacts .

2. Page 4-231 Line 28

No scientific justification is presented that indicates that the use of burrows provides
protection from the impact and detonation of the munitions listed elsewhere in this
document. The expected crater depth from the expected munitions should be evaluated
versus the average depth of a burrow. Page 4-247 Line 12 states that gopher tortoise
burrows are easily collapsed. No analysis was presented indicating the required safe
distance from munition impact and detonation with regard to burrow collapse from soil
movement due to munitions impact.

No analysis was presented to justify the level of protection provided by burrows versus | BI-1

the time of day and amount of time spent in the burrow. i.e. do the animals spend the
most the day in the burrow when most of the munitions are expended?

According to other environmental documentation, areas in the Gulf of Mexico near
munitions impact points are surveyed for marine turtles and mammals prior to munition
impact. Surveys should be conducted on a routine basis around land targets for gopher
tortoise burrows or justification provided for no survey. Page 4-247 of this document — BI-1
states that a survey will be performed prior to road construction. No justification is
presented for the reason not to routinely survey prior to munition impact.

3. Page 4-12 Line 9 —
Use the data collected by the by the Bioengineering staff when they evaluate the actual

noise impacts as input for the NOISEMAP program. If the data collected in not usable

for the NOISEMAP simulation, then provide the informaticn in this document so that the - NO'1
actual noise data is available to the public. The F-35 has been flying at Eglin for more
than one year according to Eglin press releases.

4. Page 3-83 Line 34

Stop flights now unless the F 35 crash response training has been extended to the local — SA-1
fire districts. Al fire districts under or near the low-level training routes need the same
training

5. Page 3-92 Line 32

| disagree that the weights of the flares are not available. Page 2-4 Line 9 states that
MJU-B/27 flares will be used. — SW-1

It is not a valid estimate when the statement is made that the weights of the flares are
not available and then estimate 173 tons without analysis or presenting a methodology.
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6. Page 3-12 Line 14

The 5 dB hearing loss is very important to me. | have protected my hearing throughout

my life, and my auditory sensitivity does not belong to the Department of Defense. No

analysis is presented that justifies taking of this capacity without compensation. There NO-5
is also no analysis that it definitely will not affect the population. Some professionals

such as concert musicians make a living with their hearing.

H. H. Caldwell
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28 July 2013
Revised Draft SEIS Question Set 2 — Bachelor

Page 2-71, Table 2-19. Under Mitigation or Management Measures, the AF states that it is

studying expanding F-35 student pilot flight training operations to 6 days per week.

a. Why is the AF considering expanding flight operations to 6 days per week?

b. If pilot training operations are conducted 6 days per week, will the number of operations
performed each week, and therefore, annually, increase?

contours that result?
Page 4-81. The AF lists a set of Operational Restrictions that it has implemented to reduce the—
noise impact associated with Alternative 1A. One of these mitigations is “Additional alternatives
which reduced the number of flights on RWQ1/19”. However, Alternative 1A does precisely the
opposite — it adds 30 F-35 flight operations per day on runway 01/19. Further, the AF states that
it has “Modified ground tracks used by aircraft to avoid noise-sensitive areas to a greater

degree.”. Yet, we continually see F-35 aircraft flying overhead repeatedly with tight turns and at
high power settings, some with landing gear continually extended. The statements in the

Revised Draft SEIS appear to be in direct contrast with what is being flown by F-35 pilots and
experienced by those in “noise-sensitive areas” such as Lewis Middle School (SP 11). Request

the following:

a. Explain in more detail how these noise mitigation actions are to be implemented.

b. How any noise mitigation directives are and will be monitored and enforced. e

Page 4-81, line 37, page 4-82, lines 1-3. The AF lists a set of Operational Restrictions that will be |
“regularly re-examined” to reduce the noise impact associated with Alternative 1A. One of
these mitigations states “... conducting routine instrument approaches to Eglin RW 12 would
have a significant impact on Air Force Special Operations Command (AFSOC) operations and the

usage of Restricted Area R-2195A.” The AF seems to be saying that there will be so many ILS

¢. Ifthe number of operations increase, how and when will the AF publish the increased noise I

3051

approaches to RW 12 that the AFSOC will not be able to perform its mission. —
a. Explain how the instrument approaches to RW 12 have significant impacts on AFSOC

operations and use of R-2195A. The explanation should include both the quantity and

timing of missions/operations by F-35s and AFSOC aircraft to show the conflict that justifies

the decision to eliminate RW 12 ILS use at this time.
b. How often will this re-examination take place? J—

NO-4

NP-1

NO-4

DO-4

¢.  What will be the trigger for conducting a re-examination of noise mitigation measures? :— NO-4

F-35 aircraft are flying over parts of Valparaiso that are not under any ground track published in

the Revised Draft SEIS. The AF can use the information requested in this question as a measure

of the accuracy and projections of noise events at a specific noise receptor — Lewis Middle

School (SP 11). For sorties flown from 1 January 2013 to 30 June 2013:

a. How many sorties have been flown in the vicinity of Lewis Middle School (SP 11) when
runway 12 is the active?

b. How many pattern operations have been flown in this period?

Question Set 2 —Bachelor Page1of2
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Page 4-99, Table 4-44; page 4-121, Table 4-48. These tables are missing information for
Alternative 2A and 2E with regard to the decrease in noise for off Eglin acres. The inference is
that there is no change from the No Action Alternative when Tables 4-13 and 4-36 show
decreases. Similar tables for all the other alternatives are complete.
a. Request the off Eglin acreage in Tables 4-44 and 4-121 be updated in the dB ranges shown
to reflect the decrease in noise for Alternatives 2A and 2E. —
Page 4-29, para 4.3.3. This paragraph provides information on Alternative 2A. However, it does
not contain an illustration of the noise contours for Eglin Main as the Revised Draft SEIS does for
all other alternatives.
a. Request the AF add to the Revised Draft SEIS a single figure for Alternative 2A for the Eglin
Main noise contours to the same scale as Alternative 1A, Figure 4-3. —
Page 4-13, Figure 4-5; page 4-34, Figure 4-13. These figures show noise contours for Eglin Main,
Duke Field, and Choctaw Field for Alternatives 1A and 2A. The noise contour for Alternative 2A
does appear to be slightly smaller than for Alternative 1A south of runway 12/30. However,
with Alternatives 2A and 2E moving all F-35 flight operations to Duke Field, it is not clear why
the noise contours are not smaller.
a. Request the AF review the Eglin Main noise contours for Alternative 2A and 2E and confirm

3051

— LU-1

— NO-3

— NO-3

that they are accurate.
Page 5-12, lines 11-17. The AF states that “... depending upon the alternative, between 18 to 92
acres of residential land located primarily in the Valparaiso and Niceville areas could be exposed
to noise levels that exceed 75 dB DNL. ... Nearly all studies analyzing aircraft noise and
residential compatibility recommend no residential uses in noise zones above 75 dB DNL.” For
the preferred alternative, 1A, there are 45 acres exposed to noise above 75dB DNL {Table 4-2).

a. Specifically show the 45 acres in a newly added figure so the affected property can be easily
identified.

b. How are these property owners to be notified of this condition?
Because this noise is generated by the AF, how will these property owners to be
compensated for their potential financial loss? The AF Liaison Office could interface with
Congress because most of the noise imposed on this property is the result of military aircraft
missions.

Robert R Bachelor

Question Set 2 — Bachelor Page 2 0f2
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2. If Alternative 1A remains the preferred alternative, there are ways to reduce noise over the nearby

28 July 2013
Revised Draft SEIS Question Set 3 — Bachelor

1. DoD Instructions direct the Services to mitigate ncise on communities.

a. DoD Instruction Number 4715.13, dated November 15, 2005; Subject : DoD Noise Program.

1) In paragraph 4, Policy, the instruction states “The DOD noise program shall: Reduce adverse
effects from the noise associated with military test and training operations consistent with
maintaining military readiness.”

b. DoD Instruction Number 4165.57, dated May 2, 2011; Subject: Air Installations Compatible Use
Zones (AICUZ).

1) In paragraph 4, Policy, the instruction states “It is DoD policy to promote the health, safety,
and welfare of persons in the vicinity of and on air installations by minimizing aircraft noise
and safety impacts without degrading flight safety and mission requirements.”

c. Togetherthese DoD Instructions instruct the Services to mitigate noise and minimize safety
impacts on the communities surrounding military installations. Yet, twice, once in 2010 and
now again in 2012-13, without any justification the AF has selected an alternative, Alternative
1A, which does neither. As| have indicated in my Public Hearing Statement and my evaluation
of the AF data, it is unquestionable that Alternative 1A has the most negative impact on the
communities surrounding Eglin Main (people, schools, and structures from a noise mitigation
perspective, and property values).

d. Therefore, because the policy requirements in both of the above DoD Instruction statements
can be achieved by locating F-35 flight operations at Duke Field using either Alternative 2A or
2E, request the AF explain and fully justify in the Revised Draft SEIS its selection of Alternative
1A as its preferred alternative.

civilian communities and schools with the added benefit of reduced noise on Eglin Main, a real cost

savings for the AF and the government as a whole. Request that the AF evaluate the following

options and provide a written assessment of each along with a justification and rationale for either
acceptance, rejection, or modification.

a. Forall F-35s only straight in, full stop landings for Eglin Main using conventional landing
technique. No slow or vertical landings permitted.

b. F-35As use Duke Field or other air fields for all pattern work.

c. F-35Bs and Cs use Choctaw Field or other air fields for Navy pattern work and for slow vertical
landings. Do not use Eglin Main as a substitute aircraft carrier. With the F-35B and F-35C in the
Navy landing configuration ,noise on base with the “Navy pattern” is very, very loud and
disruptive.

d. If necessary to use Eglin Main for pattern work (touch and go, low approaches, etc.), extend
ground tracks to minimize off base noise. For runway 12, aircraft should not start the turn to
the downwind leg until well out over the bay so that the turn can be completed and the plane

3051

— NO-4

stable on the downwind heading (300), thus minimizing high throttle settings over Valparaiso

Question Set 3 - Bachelor Page 1o0f2
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and Niceville. And the same for the turn onto the base leg. The 90 degree turn to base leg I NO-4

should be performed when well past Valparaiso and Niceville.

3. Itwould be interesting to learn the contribution of the 3 flight operations — takeoff, landing, or
pattern — of a sortie are to the overall noise associated with a single sortie. For example, if there is
no pattern work, what is the noise generated by a take off and straight in landing? What is the
contribution of a “conventional” pattern? What is the contribution of a “Navy pattern”? What is
the contribution of an F-35B vertical landing?

a. Request the AF perform a study of the flight operations components to the overall noise
generated by the F-35, both on base and off base and report the results in the Revised Draft
SEIS.

4, This question pertains to the current F-35 student pilot training program and plans.

a. How many student pilot sorties will be accompanied by an instructor pilot in a chase aircraft?
b. Is this chase aircraft accounted for in the number of sorties and in the noise contours?
c. Are any two ship missions (student +instructor) included in the 65 sortie per day total?

Robert Bachelor

Question Set 3 - Bachelor Page 2 0f 2
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Howard Anderson

From: "Howard Anderson”|
Sent: Menday, July 29, 2013 3:42 PM
Subject: Eglin BRAC Program

Sir.

1 .am a resident of Valparaiso, a retired Air Force combat veteran of 30 uears service, with nearly 12,000

flying hours.
I purchased a home in this city in 1995, and don't want to relocatel I'm strictly for USAF, and don't want

the F-35's to leave here.

Concerning the F-35 noise problems: Most residents believe there is one basic major complaint, and that
is the takeoff noise on Runway 19 generated by the F-35's. The F-15's & F-16's that have been flying from
Eglin for many years uiilizing ihis runway for take-off have NOT hean much of a distraction for us.

Reducing or eliminating the number of F-35's using Runway 19 for takeoffs would practically alleviate the

complaints.
I KNOW it certainly would mine !

Sincerely, s
"AL-MJ#L/Q I éa"‘-m‘l'\

Howard T. Anderson
CMSgt, USAF, Retired

7/29/2013
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Public Hearing Written Comment Form

Eglin BRAG Revised Draft
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS)

—
LOCATION: '\/au(P AnkrSe DATE: 2 & .3V (y 2ot
]
THANK YOU FOR YOUR INPUT.

PLEASE PRINT LEGIBLY. Tuwe e (Fﬂl?‘dk mﬁw Fl!ckdlt’:g $how
Heera bas abtpasdy beew o senisug deofisee z/ Poipen e

Cvrlues iw \K«Jfrua/msa These slahatice ace fnnfy frea
MLs frm»ncf:grwﬁ/h'sh:‘fs Aur‘m? tha ?‘M;L bwmenttis ;/24!3,

7

thanr Mice ill o our Twin-bity, . The haedcag ® /qumlq’!;}é ™M
_ /ZLmeg " Affirtnce 158 & p‘5‘7/ so0 [/ T belieye this s )"f’i/j

Auve to a ‘(JUL,)\.:, quc-e/HLJ'o—n That l/g(}‘p” 5 a 14»(:;/ a_u.J

a\d/u?«um—\n é‘frvv'wuu-f“«f, .

T antirage s¢]d prce o l/d,ﬁma((sa is 7‘/‘?/97; Ly e 53

foh«l‘ He Aecesira #v recyme Foll vie o Rl 01/19 o be

. [
a ﬂfj,‘mr[.cm'f‘ detrimeant to sur prwmpa, . We ek ,Posphu ne s /
CONTINUE ON BACK FOR MORE SPACE

Individual respondents may request confidentiality. If you wish to withhold your hame or address from public review or from disclosure under the
Freedom of Informalion Act (FOIA), you must state this prominently at the beginning of your comments. Such requests will be honered to the extent
allowed by law. All submissions from organizations or businesses, and from individuals or officials representing organizations or businesses, will be

made avallable for public inspection In their entirety. /
'&a_; e“M W, 2. ) en—
Organization;

Address:
City/State/Zip:

WVes. include my name and address on the mailing list so | can receive information on the Eglin BRAC Final SEIS.
3 No, do not include my name and address on the mailing list.

Please mail this formto:
. Eglin AFB Public Affairs
attel 96 TW/PA
3 ATTN: Mike Spaits
I P‘j 5 - MLS 101 West D Avenue, Suite 238
date Eglin AFB, Florida 32542
Comments must be postmarked by July 29, 2013 to be considered in the Final SEIS,
A-102 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement January 2014
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71813 One Line Report b o, /
FRED BOYER, Broker Associ
TVpAL ) 7 2,
5 'ﬁf— { = N AASd ‘/2 0 //

MLS# Cat Ar S Address f’ TGyt BR Bth VBt Price Office - LAName

587612 DSF 1301 A 170 GRANDVIEWAVE 1,676 3 2/ 1970 $715,000 EAM1

587871 DSF 1301 A 263 GRANDVIEWAVE 2,735 4 2/0 1987 $269,900 EFEE

600173 DSF 1301 A 377 BAYSHOREDRS 2,485 3 3/ 1969 $538,500 EMNG

592472 DSF 1301 A 253 BAYSHORE DRS 2,933 3 2/ 1956 $574,900 EKW4

562821 DSF 1301 A 218 GRANDVIEWAVE 3,526 4 3/1 1993 $699,000 ECU1

592967 DSF 1302 A 398 EDGE AVE 1,125 3 1/1 1961 $79,900 ECU1

590125 DSF 1302 A 316 OHIO AVE 1,342 3 2/0 1954 $87,700 ERUL

594923 DSF 1302 A 352 LINCOLN AVE 1,598 3 2/ 1980 $112,500 EWSD

597837 DSF 1302 A 370 EDGE AVE 1,350 2 1/ 1969 - $115,000 EMNG

597241 DSF 1302 A 346 ASB OKALOQSA AVE 1,375 2 1/ 1956 $115,000 EBAR

585791 DSF 1302 A 322 HILLCREST AVE 1,528 3 2/ 1990 $124,900 ECUL

593919 DSF 1302 A 410 ESCANABA AVE 1,495 3 2/0 1999 $130,000 EAM1

598877 DSF 1302 A 364 OKALOOSA AVE 1,675 4 2/ 1954 $145,000 EMNG

597225 DSF 1302 A 315 OHIO AVE 2,677 4 3/ 1980 $193,500 ECBU

586966 DSF 1302 A 125 CRYSTAL LAKE COVE 2,550 4 3/1 1988 $295,000 EGLA

592029 DSF 1302 A 981 BAYSHORE DR 2,588 4 3/ 1964 $524,900 EKW4

596466 DSF 1301 P 350 LINCOLN AVE 835 2 1/0 1957 $49,900 EKWI

593582 DSF 1302 P 415 ESCANABA AVE 1,075 3 1/t 1979 $99,000 EREH
DSF 1302 P 77 KELLY WAY 1,256 3 2/t 1987 $100,000 EKW4

577993 DSF 1302 P 91 AURORA ST 1,240 3 2/ 1964 $107,700 EWOR

595005 DSF 1302 P 68 KELLY WAY 1,154 3 2/0 1986 $109,000 EMNG

597523 DSF 1302 P 406 EDGE AVE 1,350 2 1/ 1964 $122,400 ECBU

588030 DSF 1302 P 114 EDWARD CIR 1,882 3 2/ 1960 $139,900 EGFH
DSF 1302 P 255 MAGNOLIA AVE 1,496 2 2/ 1995 $179,500 EMNG

597515 DSF 1302 P 128 MENZEL ST 1,608 4 2/ 1995 $185,000 EBAR

597878 DSF 1302 P 257 GLENVIEWAVE 1,854 3 2/ 1992 $215,000 EAM2

596455 DSF 1302 P 1329 BAYSHORE DRW 2,128 4 2/ 2013 $259,900 EKW1

593257 DSF 1302 P 1341 BAYSHORE DR W 2,128 4 2/ 2013 $259,900 EXKW1

593253 DSF 1302 P 1325 BAYSHORE DRW 2,012 4 3/ 2013 $261,750 EKW1

589201 DSF 1301 S -6 QUAILTRL 2,417 3 2/ 1991 $225,000 EMNG
'SP: $218,000 SD: 06/21/2013 %/Sqft: $103 ‘poM: 121

589087 DSF 1301 S 244 GRANDVIEWAVE 2,232 3 2/ 1968 $229,900 ESER
'SP: $219,900 SD: 02/01/2013 $/Sqft: $99 'vom: &

591583 DSF 1301 S 269 S BAYSHORE DR 3,129 4 3/1 1994 $548,900 ES&R
'SP: $492,000 SD: 06/26/2013 $/Sqft: $X57 'poM: 85

569021 DSF 1302 S 191-A HIGHLAND ST 1,056 2 1/ 1959 $63,500 EAM2
'SP: $40,000 SD: 02/01/2013 $/Saft: $38 ‘vom: 289

590835 DSF 1302 S 327 CHICAGO AVE 1,140 3 2/ 1955  $74,900 EFIN
'SP: $65,000 SD: 04/11/2013 $/Sqft: $57 "DOM: 44

584989 DSF 1302 5 16 KELLY WAY 933 3 2/0 1985 474,900 EKWL
'Sp: $65,000 SD: 0671372013 $/Sqft: $70 'poM: 202

589461 DSF 1302 S 322 OKALOOSA AVE 1,632 3 2/ 1952 $74,900 EAMI
'sP: $67,500 SD: 06/07/2013 $/Sqft: $41 'DoM: 106

891 DSF 1302 S 416 ESCANABA AVE 1,800 2 2/ 1985 $71,900 EKWI
'SP: $68,000 SD: 06/10/2013 $/Sqft: $38 'pom: 138

89713 DSF 1302 S 83 806 3 1/ 1964 $89,000 EMDU
'SP: $72,500 SD: 07/05/2013 $§/Sqft: $90 '0oM: 42

560170 DSF 1302 S 399 JOWA ST 1,620 3 2/ 1965 $65,000 EMAX
'SP: $75,000 SD; 05/24/2013 $/Sqft: $46 'pom;: 589

585268 DSF 1302 S5 429 EDGE AVE 1,400 3 2/0 1964 $94,900 EKW1
'SP: $88,200 SD: 04/18/2013 $/Sqft: $63 'poM: 133

594169 DSF 1302 S 2,210 3 3/ 1956 $99,900 EAM1
'SP: $90,125 SD: 06/27/2013 $/Sqft: $41 oom: 70

582633 OSF 1302 S 409 GLENDALE AVE 1,025 3 1/ 1964 $100,000 EWOR
‘SP: $100,000 SD: 01/11/2013 $/Sqft: $98 'boM: 60

586618 DSF 1302 S 336 OHID AVE 1,040 3 2/ 1959 $120,000 ENSR
'SP: $117,500 SD: 01/08/2013 §/Sqit: $113 'vom: 5

592132 DSF 1302 S 253 GLENVIEWAVE 1,685 4 3/ 1970 $134,000 ECU1
'SP: $129,500 SD: 0671072013 §/Sqft: $77 ‘00M: 65

‘ . . ) » 7
‘www.ecarmis.convListitEmerald/ListitLitVreport_builder.aspx / / ¥ ¥ / 12
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7/8/13 One Line Report
581395 DSF 1302 S 362 ILLINOIS AVE 1,614 3 2/ 1965 $147,000 EWRI
'SP: $140,000 SD: 02/19/2013 $/Sqft: $87 'noM: 138
593130 DSF 1302 S 220 EDGE AVE 1,949 4 2/ 1965 $142,000 EMNG
'Sp: $140,000 SD: 05/10/2013 $/5qft: $72 com: 9
595975 DSF 1302 S 126 MENZELS 1,489 3 2/ 1996 $179,777 EAM2
'SP; $172,637 SD; 06/17/2013 $/Sqft: $116 'pom: 22
582957 DSF 1302 S 1175 BAYSHORE DR 2,444 4 2/ 1947 $260,000 NKWEST
‘SP: $231,000 SD: 04/08/2013 $/Sqft: $95 '0ox: 198
589636 DSF 1302 S LOT 10 BAYSHORE DR W 3,052 4 3/1 2013 $337,400 ERMX
'SP; $337,400 SD: 05/27/2013 §/Sqft: $111 'vom: 0
569638 DSF 1302 S 1153 BAYSHOREDRN 2,954 3 3/t 1994 $389,000 ERMS
'Sp: $352,500 SD: 04/19/2013 §/Sqft: $119 ‘poM: 431
Status Total Avg Price Avg $ Per Sqgft Medlan Low High Avg DOM
ACT 16 $263,794 $116.22 $169,250 479,900 $699,000 183
CNT/PND 13 $160,688 $100.24 $139,900 $49,900 $261,750 66
SLD/RNT/LSE 21 $156,274 $82.32 $117,500 $40,000 $492,000 131
WTH 0 $0 $0.00 $0 30 30 0
EXP 0 $0 $0.00 $0 %0 $0 1}
Total 50 $191,828 $97.83 $134,950 %40,000 $699,000 131

All Information In this listing, including but not limited to square footage, rcom dimenslons and lot slze Is approximate and not exact.
Buyers are expacted to verify any speclfic Information prior to signing any contract. Neither the Emerald Coast Assaociation of Realtors
nor any Realtor Is llable for any Inaccuracles hereln.Copyright: 2013 by the Emerald Coast Assaclation of Realtors®

Fred Boyer|
Prepared by Fred Boyer of Gentury 21 Wilson Minger Agency on 7782013 1:57:42 FH

Fire ¥ & o
| | 2013

il
PANL (5O M&}

FRED ROVER, REALTOR

www.ecarmis.com/ListitEmerald/ListilLibéreport_builder.aspx
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567712 DSF 1308 P 812 FAIRWAY LAKES DR 1,811 3 2/1 1988 $159,000 EMCV
562658 DSF 1308 P 627 CARIBBEAN WAY 1,492 3 2/ 1979 $168,000 EKW4
597769 DSF 1308 P 735 ST THOMAS COVE 2,080 3 2/0 1979 $179,700 EWOR
596852 DSF 1308 P 1545 MEADOWBROOKCT 1,453 3  2/0 1991 $184,200 ECAR
592119 DSF 1308 P B30 FAIRWAY LAKES DR 1,652 3 2/ 1989 $192,900 ECU1
594789 DSF 1308 P 653 CARIBBEAN WAY 1,593 3 2/ 1981 $199,900 EMNG
598064 DSF 1308 P 4524 PARKWOOD LN 1,689 3 2/0 1991 $229,900 ES&R
594256 DSF 1308 P 205 MUIRFIELD COVE W 1,650 3 2/ 1983 $229,900 EMNG
577186 DSF 1308 P 1424 JOHN STEINBECK DR 1,828 3 2/0 1998 $233,000 EKW4
594628 DSF 1308 P 4246 S LN 1,836 3 2/ 1997 $234,900 ECAR
593281 DSF 1308 P 4503 PARKWOOD SQ 1,890 4 2/0 1995 $239,900 EMNG
597387 DSF 1308 P 100 MUIRFIELD COVEE 1,855 3 2/1 1984 $259,700 ECUI
597212 DSF 1308 P 4321 HIDDEN LAKES DR 1,774 3 2/ 1993 $259,900 ES&R
597310 DSF 1308 P 209 JAMAICA COVE 1,861 3 2/0 1981 $269,900 EARD
599117 DSF 1308 P 414 EVANS RD 1,836 3 2/ 1992  $274,000 EKW4
594528 DSF 1308 P 109 WINDLAKE CT 2,808 4 2/1 1987 $275,000 EBAR
591804 DSF 1308 P 4292 SKIPJACK COVE , #37 2,031 3 2/1 2013 $275,000 EAM1
597081 DSF 1308 P 406 BIMINI WAY 2,160 3 2/ 1986 $279,900 EMNG
599451 DSF 1308 P 4337 HIDDEN LAKES DR 2,096 3 2/ 1996 $281,000 EBKS
598072 DSF 1308 P 1716 EVANS C 1,922 3 2/0 1993 $283,000 EMDU
599513 DSF 1308 P 4291 SKIPJACK COVE , #26 1,991 3  2/1 2013 $284,000 EAM1
588155 DSF 1308 P 16316 MYRTLEWOOD LN 2,166 4 2/0 1998 $289,500 ERUL
596971 DSF 1308 P 820 STKITTS COVE 2,740 3 2/1 1980 $28B9,900 ECU1
591282 OSF 1308 P 241 DOMINICA CIRW 2401 3 2/ 1983 $295,000 EKW4
586898 DSF 1308 P 4527 PARKSIDE LN 3,516 4 3/1 1991 $298,000 ECU1
5 DSF 1308 P 306 ANTIQUA WAY 2,518 4 3/0 1982 $299,900 ECBU
596479 DSF 1308 P 105 SUNSET COVE 2,065 3 2/i 1984 $315,945 EMNG
576102 DSF 1308 P 635 BIRKDALE CIRE 2,879 4 3/ 1985 $322,000 EKW4
592366 DSF 1308 P 610 CARIBBEAN WAY 2,650 4 2/1 1980 $339,900 EKW4
593187 DSF 1308 P 40 SOUTHWIND C 2,780 4 3/0 1989 $347,500 ECU1
599472 DSF 1308 P 4538 PARKSIDE COVE WEST 2,182 3 2/1 1992 $359,900 EKW4
586060 DSF 1308 P 1671 ST. LAWRENCE DRIVE 2,250 4 3/ 2013 $360,000 EMDU
587459 DSF 1308 P 1400 ERNEST HEMINGWAY DR 2,428 4 3/ 1996 $369,900 ES&R
595425 DSF 1308 P 922 LIDO CIR 3,083 4 2/0 1985 $374,999 EKW4
597215 DSF 1308 P 43 SQOUTHWIND CT 2,770 4 2/1 1991 $378,900 ES&R
596299 DSF 1308 P 1312 WINDWARD CIR 2,438 4 3/ 1989 $389,900 ECU1
599252 DSF 1308 P 342 OLDE POST RD 2,326 3 2/ 2004 $400,000 EMNG
598528 DSF 1308 P 222 WINDWARD WAY 3,306 4 3/ 1994 $424,900 ES&R
598496 DSF 1308 P 1656 ST LAWRENCE DR 2,499 4 4/ 2013 $619,900 EKW4
595279 DSF 1308 P 4403 WINDLAKE DR 4,652 5 4/1 1997 $689,900 ES&R
573685 DSF 1308 P 1368 SUNSET BEACH DR 5,803 3 3/2 1994 $1,450,000 EKW4
Status Total AvgPrice Avg $ Per Sqgft Median Low High Avg DOM
ACT 208 $363,226 $143.29 $321,400 $49,900 $5,000,000 110
CNT/PND 150 $308,259 $134.07 $275,000 $35,000 $1,450,000 85
SLD/RNT/LSE 0 $0 $0.00 50 $0 $0 0
WTH 0 $0 $0.00 $0 $0 $0 0
EXP 0 $0 $0.00 30 30 $0 0
Total 358 $340,195 $139.43 $297,050 $35,000 $5,000,000 100

3053

wwy.ecarmis.conVUstitEmerald/Listitlibfreport_builder.aspx

All Information In this listing, Including but not limited to square footage, room dimensions and lot size Is approximate and not exact.
Buyars are expected to verify any specific information prior to slgning any contract. Nelther the Emerald Coast Assoclation of Realtors

nor any Realltor is llable for any || les herein.Cop; : 2013 by the Emerald Coast Assoclation of Realtors®
Fred Boyer|
Prepar: oyar Y son Minger Agency on 7/8/2013 2:13:28 PM
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Comments must be postmarked by July 29, 2013 to be considered in the Final SEIS.

A-108

Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —

January 2014



Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111 Public Involvement

January 2014 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement A-109
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Public Involvement Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111

A-110 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement January 2014
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111 Public Involvement

January 2014 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement A-111
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Public Involvement Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111

A-112 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement January 2014
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111 Public Involvement

January 2014 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement A-113
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Public Involvement Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111

A-114 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement January 2014
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111 Public Involvement

January 2014 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement A-115
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Public Involvement Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111

A-116 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement January 2014
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111 Public Involvement

January 2014 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement A-117
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Public Involvement Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111

A-118 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement January 2014
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111 Public Involvement

January 2014 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement A-119
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Public Involvement Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111

A-120 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement January 2014
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111 Public Involvement

January 2014 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement A-121
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Public Involvement Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111

A-122 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement January 2014
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111 Public Involvement

January 2014 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement A-123
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Public Involvement Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111

A-124 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement January 2014
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111 Public Involvement

January 2014 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement A-125
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Public Involvement Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111

A-126 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement January 2014
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111 Public Involvement

January 2014 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement A-127
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Public Involvement Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111

A-128 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement January 2014
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111 Public Involvement

January 2014 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement A-129
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Public Involvement Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111

A-130 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement January 2014
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111 Public Involvement

January 2014 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement A-131
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Public Involvement Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111

A-132 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement January 2014
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111 Public Involvement

January 2014 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement A-133
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Public Involvement Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111

A-134 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement January 2014
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111 Public Involvement

January 2014 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement A-135
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Public Involvement Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111

A-136 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement January 2014
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111 Public Involvement

January 2014 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement A-137
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Public Involvement Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111

A-138 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement January 2014
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111 Public Involvement

January 2014 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement A-139
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Public Involvement Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111

A-140 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement January 2014
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111 Public Involvement

January 2014 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement A-141
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Public Involvement Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111

A-142 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement January 2014
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111 Public Involvement

January 2014 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement A-143
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Public Involvement Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111

A-144 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement January 2014
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111 Public Involvement

January 2014 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement A-145
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Public Involvement Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111

A-146 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement January 2014
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111 Public Involvement

January 2014 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement A-147
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Public Involvement Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111

A-148 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement January 2014
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111 Public Involvement

January 2014 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement A-149
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Public Involvement Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111

A-150 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement January 2014
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111 Public Involvement

January 2014 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement A-151
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Public Involvement Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111

A-152 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement January 2014
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111 Public Involvement

January 2014 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement A-153
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Public Involvement Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111

A-154 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement January 2014
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111 Public Involvement

January 2014 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement A-155
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Public Involvement Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111

A-156 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement January 2014
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111 Public Involvement

January 2014 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement A-157
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Public Involvement Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111

A-158 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement January 2014
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111 Public Involvement

January 2014 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement A-159
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Public Involvement Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111

A-160 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement January 2014
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111 Public Involvement

January 2014 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement A-161
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Public Involvement Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111

A-162 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement January 2014
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111 Public Involvement

January 2014 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement A-163
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Public Involvement Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111

A-164 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement January 2014
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111 Public Involvement

January 2014 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement A-165
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Public Involvement Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111

A-166 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement January 2014
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111 Public Involvement

January 2014 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement A-167
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Public Involvement Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111

A-168 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement January 2014
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111 Public Involvement

January 2014 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement A-169
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Public Involvement Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111

A-170 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement January 2014
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111 Public Involvement

January 2014 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement A-171
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Public Involvement Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111

A-172 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement January 2014
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111 Public Involvement

January 2014 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement A-173
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Public Involvement Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111

A-174 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement January 2014
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111 Public Involvement

January 2014 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement A-175
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Public Involvement Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111

A-176 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement January 2014
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111 Public Involvement

January 2014 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement A-177
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Public Involvement Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111

A-178 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement January 2014
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111 Public Involvement

January 2014 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement A-179
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Public Involvement Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111

A-180 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement January 2014
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111 Public Involvement

January 2014 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement A-181
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Public Involvement Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111

A-182 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement January 2014
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111 Public Involvement

January 2014 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement A-183
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Public Involvement Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111

A-184 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement January 2014
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111 Public Involvement

January 2014 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement A-185
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Public Involvement Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111

A-186 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement January 2014
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111 Public Involvement

January 2014 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement A-187
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
— FINAL —



Public Involvement

Appendix A, Volume 111 of 111

RECE,VE
JUL 03208

ey CITYy OF VALPARAISO S
465 VALPARAISO PARKWAY -« (850) 729-5402
VALPARAISO, FLORIDA 32580
28 June 2013

Dear Residents and Property Owners,

The purpose of this letter is to alert you of a potential serious negative impact to
our city by the Air Force in connection with the F-35 bed down and training at Eglin
AFB. On 14 June 2013, the Air Force released the Revised Draft Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) for activities associated with the F-35
training and announced a public hearing on 9 July 2013, 5:30pm at the First Baptist
Church of Valparaiso for citizen input.

The SEIS considered three primary locations containing eighteen possible
alternatives for the Joint Strike Fighter (JSF) program. Locations that could support
airfield requirements included Eglin Main Base, Duke Field, and Choctaw Field plus
an additional alternative of the construction of a new north/south runway northwest
of Eglin’s present east/west runway.

The statement recommends Alternative 1A, use of both the present east/west and
north/south runways. This course of action, if implemented, would have a
disastrous impact on our city as it removes north/south runway restrictions of the 5
February 2009 record of Decision (ROD), inundating a large portion of our city with
noise levels that the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) considers unfit for
residential use. Other city areas would require expensive retrofitting of existing
homes to make them suitable for residential purposes.

The brutal effect of the Alternative 1A would subject approximately 50% of
Valparaiso to noise levels of 65dB or higher. Also 45-50% of these areas would
experience projected noise levels above 75dB. It is safe to assume both FHA and
VA would not look favorably on backing mortgages in these areas. The future of
the areas with projected noise levels above 75dB is unknown; these regions may be
limited to agricultural pursuits only.

Noise levels of 65dB to 75dB can be mitigated by the construction techniques stch
as reroofing, new sidings, special attic insulation, multi-paned windows, etc.
Technology to date is insufficient to mitigate noise levels above 75dB. Studies have
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shown-a 0.5 to 1.0% loss in appraised-home value for.each dB of noise devels above
50dB ambient. For example, if yaur:home is valued at $200,000.00 and is located
in @ 75dB region, 75dB - 50dB = 25dB x 0.5% x $200,000.00 = $25,000.00. Your
home value would be conservatively reduced by $25,000 because of the high
aircraft noise level, This is over and above the cost of construction remediation
required to reduce interior noise levels to acceptable values and will cost
approximately $50,000.00 per dwelling.

As a significant number of city residential and business structures would be

severely impacted, the city has drawn the AF published noise curves on enlarged
maps of our city so residents/property owners can see the impact on thelr holdings.
Four different such maps are on display at your City Hall showing the effects of four
alternatives: Alternative 1A (no runway changes at Eglin Main), Alternative 11 (new
runway at Egfin Main), Alternative 2A (Duke Field parallel runways) and the No
Action Alternative (the continuation of the Eglin north/south runway restrictions of
the February 2009 ROD limiting the F-35 use except in emergeficy situations).

It Is imperative that each of you view these charts to determine the impact on your
property :so you can speak in an infarmed manner at the July 9" public heafing; and
recommeand the AF adopt-alternative 2A or 11 which inflicts lessor impacts on-our
city. - :

The city will also be a big loser as ‘our utilities, City Hall, and Public works/
Maintenance Facility will be séverely impactéd. I plah to present this facet of the
SEIS Fecommended 1A Alternative on July 9,

T can’t impress tpon you the importance of your participation in this scheduled
hearing. It's your city-and your property values and your way of fife that will suffer
if the Air Force accepts the proposed Alternative 1A for the JSF at Eglin AFB.

Respectfully yours,

fhn B, Arnold,

P:5. If you are unable to attend the Public Hearing, written comments can be
emailed or mailed to the Air Force prior to 29 July 2013, Comments should be
addressed to Mr. Michael Spalts, Eglin AFB Public Affairs Office, 96 TW/PA, 101
West D Avenue, Suite 236, Eglin AFB, FL 32542. His email address is: '
spaitsm@eglin.af.mil.
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DESTIN

AREA
Chamber of Commerce

Building a World-Class Community One Business at a Time

July 24,2013

Mr. Michael Spaits

Eglin Air Force Base Public Affairs Office
96 TW/PA

101 West D Avenue, Suite 236

Eglin Air Force Base, FL 32542

Dear Mr. Spaits:

The Destin Area Chamber of Commerce (Chamber), including its Military Affairs Committee
(MAC), believes a constructive relationship between the US Military and its surrounding
communities is absolutely essential to the military and its communities. The Chamber and its
MAC consider the importance of the F-35 program of the US Air Force to be of such high
importance that our board of directors would like to publicly support the program and its
mission.

The Destin Area Chamber of Commerce supports the Air Force position identifying Alternative
1A as the preferred alternative for SEIS.

We believe that the military presence and its missions should be maintained and strengthened.
Simply said, the Chamber and the MAC repeat our previous endorsement and support of our
neighbor, Eglin Air Force Base and its F-35 Joint Strike Fighter Program and mission.

Sincerely,

Mary Anne Windes, Real Estate Professionals of Destin
Chairman of the Board

4484 Legendary Drive, Suite A | Destin, FL 32541
(850) 837-6241 | Fax (850) 654-5612 | www.DestinChamber.com
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GREATER FORT WALTON BEACH
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

...helping businesses help themselves

RESOLUTION 2013-01

A RESOLUTION
OF THE
GREATER FORT WALTON BEACH CHAMBER OF COMMERCE
SUPPORTING THE
MILITARY MISSION AT EGLIN AIR FORCE BASE.

WHEREAS, the Cities of the Greater Fort Walton Beach and the United States of America are
dependent upon Eglin Air Force Base and the military mission to support the local economy;

‘WHEREAS, the Joint Strike Fighter called the F-35, represents the future of the Department of
Defense and our international partners, providing precision engagement and global attack for our
Air Forces;

‘WHEREAS, the '-35 Mission at Eglin Air Force Base will ensure America’s air dominance and
Eglin’s sustainability in the strategic defense of our country.

WHEREAS, the Greater Fort Walton Beach area and Okaloosa County have been supportive and
engaged in the defense of our nation and have given steadfast support of the LOCAL MILITARY
MISSION since the 1930°s and continue to support the defense of our nation.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED BY THE GREATER FORT WALTON BEACH
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE BOARD OF DIRECTORS THAT WE:

Continue to welcome and support further mcorporation and bed-down of the F-35 Joint Strike
Fighter Integration Training Center at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida, and,

Continue our commitment to our nation and to Eglin Air Force Base for this and all defense
industry matters.

Resolve that the local Business Community, local Citizens and local Government strive to
continue a successful, prosperous relationship between our residents and the F-35 JSF ITC at Eglin

Air Force Base.

Adopted this 25" day of July, 2013.

2t Y O

Mark Hamrick

Chairman of the Board

Theodore Corcoran
President and CEO

34 Miracle Strip Parkway, S.E. = P.0. Box 640 = Fort Walton Beach, FL 32549 = Office: 850-244-8191 * Fax: 850-244-1935
www.fwbchamber.com
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The NPS requests:

e the National Seashore is recognized as a noise sensitive area in the environmental planning
documents,

NO-3

I_I_I

e flight operations over the National Seashore maintain a minimum altitude of 3,500 feet
above ground level, to minimize impacts on sensitive wildlife species, nesting shorebirds
and raptors resident on the islands within the National Seashore,

BI-1/
NO-4

e to consult with the Air Force regarding appropriate metrics for analyzing impacts to noise
sensitive areas within the National Seashore,

NO-1

o

¢ upon takeoff and approach for landing, airspace over the National Seashore is avoided to the

extent possible. NO-4
¢ The Final Supplemental EIS acknowledges:
GE-1
a) the National Seashore, a unit of the NPS, is adjacent to Eglin AFB,

b) Eglin’s increased flight activities have the potential to impact resources of
the National Seashore and disclose the impacts of those activities,

Bl-1

L

¢) and address potential cumulative noise impacts to the National Seashore. j— Cu1

We appreciate the opportunity to review and comment. If you have any questions concerning these
comments please contact: Anita Bamett, Environmental Protection Specialist, Planning and
Compliance Division, at 404-507-5706 or Rick Clark, Chief of Science and Resources
Management, Gulf Island National Seashore, at 850-916-3011 or Vicki McC usker, Overflights
Program Manager, NPS Natural Sounds & Night Skies Division, at 970-267-2117.

Sincerely,

Regional Director
Southeast Region

A-204 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement January 2014
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

H e % REGION 4
3 M g ATLANTA FEDERAL CENTER
% S 61 FORSYTH STREET

e ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30303-8960

July 29,2013

Mike Spaits

Public Affairs Officer

96 TW/PA

101 West D Avenue, Suite 236
Eglin AFB, FL 32542-5499

Subject: EPA's Comments on the
Revised Draft Supplement Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) for F-35
Beddown at Eglin AFB, Florida.
CEQ No. 20130164

Dear Mr. Spaits:

Pursuant to Section 309 of the Clean Air Act (CAA) and Section 102(2)(C) of the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Region 4
reviewed the Revised Draft Supplement Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) for F-35
Beddown at Eglin AFB, Florida.

This Revised Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) is the result of the
Joint Program Office (JPO) releasing new noise profiles for the F-35 aircraft; consequently, the
Air Force delayed the release of the Final SEIS. Meanwhile, the final Gulf Regional Airspace
Strategic Initiative (GRASI) recommendations became available, plus the Air Education and
Training Command (AETC) revised the operational plans for the aircraft to reflect updated JSF
training plans. The Air Force has revised the Draft SEIS to address the updated noise profiles, the
GRASI recommendations, and the revised operational plans. Section 1.2.6 has provided more
detailed explanation of the updates and differences between the Revised Draft SEIS and the Draft
SEIS published on September 24, 2010.

EPA appreciates the responses to our comments (memo dated November 8, 2010) regarding
the Draft SEIS, which are included in Section 1.4 and Appendix E of the Revised Draft SEIS.
Based on the information in the Revised Draft SEIS, it appears that you have addressed our
primary concerns on noise as it relates to the impacts to children and the Environmental
Justice community and water-quality.

In conclusion, as more information is known from any ongoing studies on F-35 Operational
Tests, please identify and include this information in the final document. We recommend that
you continue to keep the community informed on project status.

Intemat Address (URL) ¢ http:/www.epa.gov
Recycled/Racyclable « Printed with Vegetable Ol Based inks on Recycled Paper (Minimum 30% Postconsumer}
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We appreciate your coordination with us, If you have any questions, please contact Larry

Gissentanna of my staff at 404-562- 8248 (gissentanna.larry@epa.gov).
Sincerely,
Heinz J, Mueller, Chief
NEPA Program Office
Office of Environmental Accountability

t
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Air Force Response to Comments on the Revised Draft SEIS

Comment |[Commenter|Response Response
# ID# | Code P
1 3005 NO-5 [The Air Force recognizes that hearing loss can occur. Section 4.3 states “...where individuals may be

exposed to high noise levels is when noise contours resulting from flight operations in and around the
installation reach or exceed 80 dB day-night average sound level (DNL) both on- and off-base. To help
determine the potential impacts of this situation, DoD published a policy for assessing hearing loss risk
(DoD, 2009a). The policy defines the conditions under which assessments are required, references the
methodology from a 1982 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) report...” The policy
description and the instruction of how the assessments are to be calculated can be found in Section 3.3.3:

As explained in the policy description, “the Average Noise-Induced Permanent Threshold Shift (NIPTS) is
the change in threshold averaged over the frequencies 0.5, 1, 2, and 4 kilohertz that can be expected from
daily exposure to noise over a normal working lifetime of 40 years, with the exposure beginning at an age of
20 years. A grand average of the NIPTS over time (40 years) and hearing sensitivity (10 to 90 percentiles of
the exposed population) is termed the Average NIPTS. The Average NIPTS attributable to noise exposure
for ranges of noise levels in terms of DNL is given in Table 3-2. For a noise exposure within the 80-81 dB
DNL contour band, the expected lifetime average value of NIPTS (hearing loss) is 3.0 dB. The Average
NIPTS is estimated as an average over all of the people included in the at-risk population. The actual value
of NIPTS for any given person will depend on their physical sensitivity to noise; some will experience more
loss of hearing than others. The USEPA Guidelines provide information on this variation in sensitivity in the
form of the NIPTS exceeded by 10 percent of the population, which is included in Table 3-2 in the “10th
Percentile NIPTS” column. As in the example above, for individuals within the 80-81 dB DNL contour
band, the most sensitive of the population would be expected to show no more degradation to their hearing
than experiencing a 7.0 dB hearing loss. And while the DoD policy requires that hearing loss risk be
estimated for the population exposed to 80 dB DNL or greater, this does not preclude populations outside the
80 dB DNL contour, i.e., at lower exposure levels, from being at some degree of risk of hearing loss.”

It is estimated that Alternative 1A has a total of 97 individuals surrounding Eglin AFB who may be exposed
to aircraft noise 80 dB DNL or greater (Table 4-3). These individuals could experience as much as a 3.0 dB
Average NIPTS in their hearing were they to remain in that location and under those same conditions for 40
years. Likewise, the most sensitive 10 percent of the 97 individuals would be expected to experience no
more degradation to their hearing than an Average NIPTS hearing loss of 7.0 dB. Each of the potential
hearing loss (PHL) estimates are provided in Chapter 4 for each alternative.

In Section 3.3.3, the SEIS states: “There is very little potential for hearing loss at noise levels below 75 dB
DNL (Committee on Hearing, Bioacoustics and Biomechanics [CHABA], 1977). However, there are
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Air Force Response to Comments on the Revised Draft SEIS

Comment
#

Commenter
ID #

Response
Code

Response

situations where noise in and around airbases may exceed 75 dB DNL.”

Table 4-5 lists the minimum and maximum estimated indoor hourly L, values under Alternative 1A during a
typical school day (7:00 AM - 4:00 PM, Monday-Friday) at several schools located near Eglin Main Base.
The minimum and maximum hourly L, values provide the expected range of noise levels to which the
schools could be exposed on a typical day. Schools at which the maximum estimated indoor L., exceeds 40
dB may not meet the 2009 ANSI standard for at least a portion of one hour during a typical school day. The
Appendix E table entitled “Hourly L., Noise Levels During the School Day at Representative Schools Near
Eglin Main Under Alternative 1A” lists hourly L, for each hour of the school day, giving some indication of
the hours during which learning would be more disrupted.

Under Alternative 1A, four active schools, an educational center, and a daycare would be expected to exceed
the recommended noise guidelines. Oakhill School closed in 2009 due to factors not related to noise.
Section 4.3 provides minimum and maximum estimated indoor hourly L, values for each alternative.

3005

SE-1

In Section 4.5.1.1 of the SEIS: “There are a number of factors that affect property values that make
predicting impacts difficult. Factors directly related to the property, such as size, improvements, and location
of the property, as well as current conditions in the real estate market, interest rates, and housing sales in the
area, are more likely to have a direct adverse impact on property values. Several studies have been conducted
to analyze property values as they relate to military and civilian aircraft noise. One study conducted a
regression analysis of property values as they relate to aircraft noise at two military installations (Fidell, et
al., 1996). This study found that while aircraft noise at these installations may have had minor impacts on
property values, it was difficult to quantify those impacts because other factors, such as the quality of the
housing near the installations and the local real estate market, had a larger impact on property values.”

As discussed in Section 4.3.4, Mitigations, “Other potential mitigation measures, such as structural
modifications, require substantial funding. Although every effort will be made by the proponent to fund
identified mitigations, application of some proposed mitigation measures may be subject to congressional
appropriations.” In addition, Section 4.3.4, Mitigations, states: “The Air Force could request funds to acquire
property interests from willing sellers after more refined noise exposure contours are developed (e.g., after
all 59 F-35 aircraft have begun operating at Eglin AFB and a new AICUZ study is finalized).”

w

3011

NO-1

Yes, noise contours shown in the SEIS include all military and civilian aircraft.

3014

AQ-1

The taxi distance was included in the air pollution calculations presented in Table 3-27 and Tables 4-77, 4-
82, 4-85, 4-88, 4-93, and 4-96. There are many factors considered in the selection of the agency’s preferred
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Air Force Response to Comments on the Revised Draft SEIS

Comment
#

Commenter
ID #

Response
Code

Response

alternative that may or may not be outlined in the SEIS. Significant impacts to a particular resource area
(e.g., air) do not necessarily preclude an alternative from being identified as the preferred alternative by the
Air Force.

3024

DO-2

Operational mitigations have been incorporated into the analyses to the greatest extent possible as discussed
in Section 2.6.1. Furthermore, additional mitigations will be considered during the adaptive management
process as discussed in Table 2-19, Noise. As stated in Section 4.3.2.1, “The JSF training plan requires that
certain sorties be flown at night, and during summer months, portions of these nighttime training sorties
would sometimes occur after 10:00 PM and before 7:00 AM. These ‘late night” flights would be more likely
to disturb sleep and cause annoyance than flights during the day. The frequency of flight operations
occurring between 10:00 PM and 7:00 AM under Alternative 1A is quantified in Table 4-1.”

3025

NO-1

Please see Section 3.3.3, Analysis Methodology, for details regarding the noise source data.

3030

NO-1

Please refer to Section 3.3.3, Analysis Methodology, in the SEIS for information on noise modeling. The
noise contours are a result of data from all 3 F-35 variants.

3030

NO-1

A comparison to F-15s and F-18s can be found in the Eglin BRAC FEIS, Appendix E, page E-21, Table E-7.

3038

DO-1

A direct comparison between the 2010 Draft and the 2013 Revised Draft cannot be made, due to the changes
described in Section 1.2.6 of the SEIS.

The environmental review process requires use of the latest up-to-date information in assessing impacts. This
update uses the latest training plan developed by the Air Education Training Command (AETC). As more
information became known about the utilization rate of aircraft, the training plan also evolved to reflect
training tempos at each one of the airfields.

10

3038

DO-1

A direct comparison between the 2010 Draft and the 2013 Revised Draft cannot be made, due to the changes
described in Section 1.2.6 of the SEIS.

a. This analysis includes updated estimates for commercial flights to/from Eglin as well as military
transients.

b. The F/A-18E/F and F-16s included in the category of “Other Operations™ are not designated as supporting
F-35 training.

11

3038

NO-4

As stated in Section 4.3.4 of the SEIS and per the requirements under CFR Part 989.22(d), for each ROD
containing mitigation measures, the proponent prepares a plan specifically identifying each mitigation,
discussing how the proponent will execute the mitigations, identifying who will fund and implement the
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Air Force Response to Comments on the Revised Draft SEIS

Comment
#

Commenter
ID #

Response
Code

Response

mitigations, and stating when the proponent will complete the mitigation. The mitigation plan will be
forwarded, through the MAJCOM EPF to HQ USAF/AT7CI for review within 90 days from the date of
signature of the ROD.

Therefore, the details of the mitigation plan are not finalized at this time.

12

3038

DO-1

This GRASI recommendation is still under consideration, and there is currently no timeline to complete the
study. When the study is completed, the public will be given the appropriate notification.

13

3038

NO-1

The F-35A noise source data was used to model the F-35B and F-35C operations by adjusting the power,
speed, and time in mode for the specific F-35B/C operation. See SEIS page 3-8, lines 24-34 for more
information.

14

3038

SA-2

As stated in Section 6.2 of the Executive Summary, “The increase in the number of operations would
increase the risk of aircraft mishaps and BASH risks. Through the continued implementation of current
safety policies and procedures, however, the potential impacts to health and safety under the No Action
Alternative, Alternatives 1A, 2D, and 2E are designated as “green/yellow.” There is an increased risk of
BASH under Alternatives 11, 2A, 2B, and 2C due to the proximity of creeks to the runway; therefore, those
alternatives are “yellow.”

Please note that aircraft mishaps are not the only safety consideration.

15

3038

DO-4

Please refer to Section 2.2.3 for a detailed discussion regarding the flight operations for each service.

16

3038

DO-1

The statement was intended to refer to minimizing F-35 operations on 01/19. Clarification has been added to
the document and now states: “Nonetheless, all alternatives were designed, to the maximum extent practical,
to minimize or avoid altogether the routine use of RW 01/19 for F-35 operations to avoid or reduce noise
impacts.” As noted below the table, “Other” aircraft includes non-Initial Joint Training Site (1JTS) aircraft
operating at Eglin AFB. These operations are not associated with the F-35 and are unrelated and would not
change as a result of the Proposed Action. “Other” aircraft would still utilize runway 01/19.

17

3038

SA-2

It is the combination of the two conditions that provides for the yellow safety rating, not each condition on
its own. Additionally, it is not always possible to utilize 12/30 due to weather and other conditions.

18

3038

NO-1

The Letter Reports’ Table 12, the Top Contributors to DNL at Points of Interest, rank orders the 20 aircraft
profiles for each specific point by DNL, not SEL. The first profile in the list contributes the most to overall
DNL. It includes elements that people often find annoying (loudness, frequent and/or late-night occurrence,
etc.) to a greater extent than any other type of operation. The profiles further down the list contribute less
and less noise to the overall DNL, and the amount by which cumulative DNL increases with each additional
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Air Force Response to Comments on the Revised Draft SEIS

Comment
#

Commenter
ID #

Response
Code

Response

profile decreases as one goes down the list. The SEL value, on the other hand, represents only the noise
level of a single event.

19

3045

PA-1

Alternative 1A would lift the 5 February 2009 ROD limitations. However, as described on page 2 of the 5
February 2009 ROD, “...there will be temporary operational limitations imposed on JSF flight training
activities to avoid and minimize noise impacts. “ In addition to this statement, the ROD indicates: “These
limitations are not, however, practical for use on a long term basis.” Currently, the 33" Fighter Wing is not
operating the full complement of 59 F-35 aircraft. Operating with the restrictions is not operationally
feasible once all aircraft are assigned to Eglin Air Force Base and the 1JTS is fully operational.

20

3045

NO-1

NOISEMAP, which is the noise modeling software used to create the noise contours, takes into
consideration local weather parameters as provided on an historical basis.

21

3046

NO-1

The noise contours and analysis include all aircraft operating at each airfield analyzed, including Duke Field,
Hurlburt Field, Whiting Field, commercial aircraft, etc.

22

3047

NO-3

Please refer to Section 1.2.6 of the 2013 SEIS for changes that have occurred since the 2010 Draft SEIS that
were incorporated into the new analyses.

23

3047

NO-3

Although there are no F-35 operations occurring at Eglin Main Base, F-35s transition through the airspace
above Eglin Main Base to Duke Field that collectively (with other aircraft operations) account for the total
noise environment.

24

3047

NO-3

Table 4-1 data reflect AETC’s latest JSF training plan, which estimates that 17% of all F-35 departures under
Alternative 1A would occur in afterburner mode to ensure a safe flight. The use of afterburners is required

in accordance with the training plan in order to familiarize students with the full capability of the aircraft
early in training and in instances when the aircraft’s gross weight (due to fuel and munitions) requires
afterburner use to ensure safety during takeoff.

25

3047

NO-3

A direct comparison between the 2010 Draft and the 2013 Revised Draft cannot be made, due to the changes
described in Section 1.2.6 of the SEIS.

The environmental review process requires use of the latest up-to-date information in assessing impacts. This
update uses the latest training plan developed by the Air Education Training Command (AETC). As more
information became known about the utilization rate of aircraft, the training plan also evolved to reflect
training tempos at each one of the airfields.

26

3047

NO-3

Alternatives 1A and 11 include the beddown of the F-35 at Eglin Main Base; therefore, Eglin Main Base is
where the afterburner take-offs occur. Under all Alternative 2 alternatives, the beddown of the F-35 would
occur at Duke Field, and, therefore, afterburner take-offs would occur at Duke Field.
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Air Force Response to Comments on the Revised Draft SEIS

Comment
#

Commenter
ID #

Response
Code

Response

27

3047

NO-3

The eastern north-south noise contour is attributed to the use of the Landing Helicopter Amphibious (LHA)
and associated flight patterns. This applies to all alternatives and can also been seen on Figure 4-2 for
Alternative 1A, Figure 4-6 for Alternative 11, and Figures 4-22 and 4-26 for Alternative 2D and 2E,
respectively. Similar figures for Alternatives 2A, 2B, and 2C differ due to the interactions with the
additional parallel runway.

28

3048

SA-2

To date, the FAA has not negatively commented on the number of flights that can operate safely.

29

3049

NO-1

F-35 operations are included in the noise modeling for day-night average sound level (DNL) with all other
aircraft operations occurring at the base so that the total noise environment is accounted for.

30

3049

NO-3

Please note that the phrase “in the vicinity of Eglin Main Base” refers to communities surrounding Eglin
Main Base. As shown in Figures 4-26 and 4-29, the 75 dB noise contour for Alternative 2E extends off of
Eglin AFB property. There are 198 residents within the 75-79 dB area, which could include children.
Additionally, although there are no F-35 operations occurring at Eglin Main Base, F-35s transition through
the airspace above Eglin Main Base that will collectively (with other aircraft operations) impact the SELs
surrounding Eglin Main Base. The noise contours reflect the total noise environment, not just F-35s.

31

3049

NO-3

The information in this table represents sound exposure level (SEL) at representative noise-sensitive
receptors. As stated in the SEIS, representative noise-sensitive locations include hospitals, schools,
churches, administrative buildings, residential areas, daycares, and prisons. Although there are no F-35
operations occurring at Eglin Main Base, F-35s transition through the airspace above Eglin Main Base that
will collectively (with other aircraft operations) impact the SELs surrounding Eglin Main Base.

32

3049

NO-1

The baseline for noise impacts analysis in Luke AFB’s F-35 FEIS is different from and not comparable to
the Eglin AFB SEIS. At Eglin AFB, unlike Luke AFB, F-35 operations were approved by the February
2009 ROD, have been occurring at Eglin AFB while the SEIS was being developed, and are properly part of
the Eglin AFB baseline.

33

3049

AS-1

The Air Force recognizes that there will be air and ground delays across all alternatives; however, the degree
of congestion associated with these delays cannot be quantified. As stated in Section 4.2 “However, the
Alternatives would include the implementation of GRASI recommendations as described in Sections 1.2.6,
2.3.4, and 2.3.5, which would enhance Air Traffic Control flexibility and decision making to relieve some of
the burden on air traffic controllers. GRASI recommendations also will help alleviate air and ground delays
for military and civilian aircraft across the region. Conclusions in the GRASI strategic plan state that if the
final set of recommendations are undertaken and approved by the FAA, it will “ensure a near optimum use
of airspace by civilians and the military.”

34

3049

NO-2

Please refer to Section 3.3.5, Munitions, and Section 4.3.1, Munitions, for impacts as a result of munitions
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Air Force Response to Comments on the Revised Draft SEIS

Comment
#

Commenter
ID #

Response
Code

Response

noise. Figure 3-7 and associated text have been revised to show the total noise environment under the No
Action Alternative, and a figure has been added to Section 4.3.1, Munitions Noise, to show the total noise
environment under the action alternatives.

35

3050

NO-5

The 5-dB hearing loss and additional explanatory information being discussed on page 3-12, lines 11-26, are
focused on giving the reader a guide as to what levels of noise might be considered significant when looking
at actual analysis of data, which, for example, can be found in Table 4-3 on page 4-12. Because normal
audiometric testing is, roughly speaking, no more accurate than plus/minus 5 dB, a level of 5 dB or less is
within the bounds of normal accuracy of testing instruments and thus not considered significant. The
referenced paragraph is provided so the reader might understand the significance of the information in

Table 3-2 on page 3-11 and comprehend the meaningfulness of the estimated Average NIPTS found in levels
of DNL from 80 dB DNL to 90 dB DNL when reading the data analyzed.

36

3050

BI-1

To date, no scientific studies have been done on the impacts of munitions detonations on gopher tortoises or
with regard to the distances from detonations that would or would not cause burrow collapse. While burrows
are easily collapsed, gopher tortoises are adapted to dig out from these collapses so long as the soil is not
compacted or covered with a structure, as would be the case with building or road construction projects.

Currently, Eglin’s Natural Resources Office conducts surveys as needed for specific projects, along with
annual monitoring and updates of the status of 20 percent of known tortoise burrows from previous surveys.
Eglin AFB range sites typically boast some of Eglin’s highest gopher tortoise densities; therefore, it is
believed by Eglin’s Natural Resources Office that if munitions are having an impact on gopher tortoise
populations, it is negligible and would not be significant, as stated in Section 3.13.5.

37

3050

BI-1

The following has been added to Section 3.13.5: “Gopher tortoises may spend as much as 80 percent of their
time (or about 19 hours per day) in their burrows (USDA, 2013).” (USDA, 2013. Gopherus Polyphemus:
Introductory. Retrieved from http://www.fs.fed.us/database/feis/animals/reptile/gopo/all.ntml on September
3,2013))

It is reasonable to assume that tortoises will be afforded protection by their burrows during the vast majority
of munitions deployments, as stated in Section 3.13.5. Further, the continued proliferation of gopher
tortoises in Test Areas where munitions are frequently deployed provides additional evidence that the
munitions are not having an adverse impact on the tortoise population.

38

3050

Bl-1

Sea turtles and marine mammals are specifically protected under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) and
Marine Mammal Protection Act, respectively. The gopher tortoise is not currently federally listed under the
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Air Force Response to Comments on the Revised Draft SEIS
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#
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Code
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ESA. Therefore, there is no regulatory requirement to perform surveys and consult with the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS) on potential impacts to this species.

39

3050

NO-1

The data bioenvironmental engineering collects as part of the Air Force’s Occupational Noise and Hearing
Conservation Program (HCP), per Air Force Occupational and Environmental Safety, Fire Protection and
Health (AFOSH) Standard 48-20, is not usable in the NOISEMAP model. That Standard expressly “does not
apply to community noise situations” and the data bioenvironmental engineering collects and maintains,
some of which is protected by the Privacy Act of 1974 and all of which is collected and used to monitor
workplace safety and the health of Air Force employees in the HCP, will not be provided to the public in this
SEIS.

40

3050

SA-1

The hazards associated with an F-35 aircraft are no different than the hazards associated with other fighter
aircraft. Air Force Fire Departments are not required to train local fire departments on hazards associated
with aircraft crashes. However, Eglin's Fire Department has and will continue to provide aircraft academic
and hands-on training to local fire departments when requested.

41

3050

While the weights of intact flares are available, they are irrelevant to solid waste calculations. As stated in
Section 3.10.5, “Due to the size of the flare casings (about 36 mm), flare use is considered to generate an
incidental amount of debris to the quantity of debris generated from other ordnance use.” Also, “It is
anticipated that most of the large debris associated with inert or active bombs would be recovered during
range clearing operations while the small-sized debris associated with gun-fired ammunition or some types
of ordnance (e.qg., flares) would be too small to collect and would likely remain on the range.” Due to the
nature of flares, which are composed of pyrotechnic or pyrophoric material intended to burn at a similar
temperature or infrared signature as aircraft engine exhaust, very little solid waste is deposited on the range.
Any flare debris that does contact the range is likely to be small, variable in weight, and not likely to be
collected during range cleanup operations. Therefore, flares were not included in solid waste calculations.

42

3050

NO-5

As stated in Section 3.3.3, “According to the USEPA document titled Information on Levels of
Environmental Noise Requisite to Protect Public Health and Welfare with an Adequate Margin of Safety and
Public Health and Welfare Criteria on Noise, changes in hearing level of less than 5 dB are generally not
considered noticeable or significant. There is no known evidence that a NIPTS of less than 5 dB is
perceptible or has any practical significance for the individual. Furthermore, the variability in audiometric
testing is generally assumed to be 5 dB. The preponderance of available information on hearing loss risk is
from the workplace with continuous exposure throughout the day for many years. Clearly, this data is
applicable to the adult working population.”

43

3051

NO-4

The purpose in evaluating a six-day work week was to determine if there would be a reduction on the
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Air Force Response to Comments on the Revised Draft SEIS

Comment
#
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ID #
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amount of noise impacts on a daily basis.

Annual operations cannot exceed the operational tempo analyzed in this SEIS. Should an increase or
significant change in operations be proposed, new NEPA analyses would be required.

44

3051

NP-1

The Air Force currently has no plans to increase the number of projected annual operations, and during the
development of this SEIS, has refined and reduced the total number of projected annual operations as well as
certain types of operations.

45

3051

NO-4

The substantially reduced operations reflect refined operational assumptions, which affected the training and
student throughput plans that will be executed regardless of the alternative selected. The use of flight
simulators has already been implemented by the execution of MILCON for the construction of simulators
and by prescribing the use of simulators in the training plan for each student pilot.

Other mitigation measures identified in the SEIS will be implemented through the mitigation plan based on
the alternative selected in the ROD. If needed, permanent noise mitigation measures will be prescribed in
the local governing regulation, EAFBI 11-201, Flying Operations. Changes to this regulation would be
disseminated to pilots via Notices to Airman (NOTAMs), Local Area Operations (LAO) briefings and/or
Flight Crew Information Files (FCIFs). The Operations Group Commander, Supervisor of Flying, Squadron
Operations Supervisors and Standardization and Evaluation pilots would then continue to monitor F-35
operations daily to ensure strict adherence.

As stated in Section 4.3.4 of the SEIS and per the requirements under CFR Part 989.22(d), for each ROD
containing mitigation measure, the proponent prepares a plan specifically identifying each mitigation,
discussing how the proponent will execute the mitigations, identifying who will fund and implement the
mitigations, and stating when the proponent will complete the mitigation. The mitigation plan will be
forwarded, through the MAJCOM EPF to HQ USAF/A7CI for review within 90 days from the date of
signature of the ROD.

46

3051

DO-4

As noted by the commenter, Section 4.3.4, Mitigations, states that “conducting routine instrument
approaches to Eglin Main RW 12 would have significant impacts on Air Force Special Operations Command
(AFSOC) operations and the usage of Restricted Area R-2915A.” However, the utilization of R-2915A for
military missions overall, and not only the AFSOC operations, is a limiting factor.

47

3051

NO-4

It is difficult to predict any particular future trigger for conducting a re-examination of noise mitigation
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Air Force Response to Comments on the Revised Draft SEIS

Comment |[Commenter|Response Response
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measures. However, post-ROD processes will be in place to monitor aircraft operations and the
effectiveness of mitigations, as well as procedures for making necessary adaptations. For example, the post-
ROD mitigation plan will include an adaptive management program, which could incorporate (for example)
the following kinds of adaptive management approaches:
-Noise modeling: Supplement existing data with new noise data as it is developed. Use new data to
reveal and understand the potential effects of activities or practices that are under way or being
considered for implementation in the F-35 IJTS ramp up to final operational capability and
thereafter. Make changes to improve mitigations and related actions.
-Management and oversight: Monitor and evaluate results of earlier predictions. Develop and
implement adaptations to eliminate or reduce effects.
-New knowledge and information: Through experimentation, knowledge and information can be
incorporated into management options and recommendations.

The following additional steps will also be part of the mitigation plan;
-ldentifying the type of monitoring for the action and each mitigation
-Delineating how the monitoring will be executed
-ldentifying who will fund and oversee its implementation
-Establishing the process and responsibilities for identifying and making changes to the action or
mitigations to influence beneficial results or avoid/reduce adverse ones.

48 3051 LU-1 [Tables 4-44 and 4-121 have been updated. However, it is important to note that under Alternatives 2A and
2E, Eglin Main Base would not be utilized for F-35 operations; a footnote has been added to the tables.

49 3051 NO-3 | All Alternative 2 alternatives beddown the F-35 at Duke Field; therefore, the primary figures under each of
these alternatives show Duke Field, just as all Alternative 1 alternatives show Eglin Main Base in the
primary figures since Eglin Main Base is the beddown location. For Alternative 2 alternatives, contours at
Eglin Main Base are shown on two maps included under each alternative (for example, under Alternative
2A, Eglin Main Base noise contours are shown on Figure 4-14 and Figure 4-17).

Additionally, the Air Force has provided the noise contours in a geographic information system (GIS) format
to the City of Valparaiso and Okaloosa County so that residents can zoom in and see specific noise contours
that affect their properties.

50 3051 NO-3 |In Alternatives 2A and 2E, all F-35 flight operations are moved to Duke Field. As a result both Alternatives

2A and 2E have smaller contours south of runway 12/30 relative to Alternative 1A; however, the contours
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for Alternative 2A and 2E are nearly the same south of runway 12/30.

51

3051

NO-4

Operational mitigations have been incorporated into the analyses to the greatest extent possible as discussed
in Section 2.6.1. Furthermore, additional mitigations will be considered during the adaptive management
process as discussed in Table 2-19, Noise. As discussed in Section 4.3.4, the Air Force will consider your
suggestions during the development of the mitigation plan.

52

3051

DO-4

Operational mitigations have been incorporated into the analyses to the greatest extent possible as discussed
in Section 2.6.1. Furthermore, additional mitigations will be considered during the adaptive management
process as discussed in Table 2-19, Noise. All F-35 operations, regardless of whether they are accompanied
by student or instructors, are included in the noise analyses.

53

4002

NP-1

As stated at the public hearing, the time-limit is established to allow all citizens who wish to speak the
opportunity to do so. The Air Force encourages speakers who do not get a chance to voice all comments
within the three-minute period to submit their comments in writing as well. All comments, whether written
or oral, are reviewed and have equal weight in the decision making process.

54

4012

DO-3

GRASI recommendations that relate solely to the F-35 mission have been included and analyzed in this
SEIS. Please see Section 1.2.6.

Additionally, because the requirement for training flights on low-level training routes is very small within
the F-35 training plan, there are more than adequate low-level training routes already established for use by
the F-35, all of which were analyzed within the FEIS and SEIS. For training operations of other types, the
Eglin Range Complex is adequate for 59 aircraft as shown in the GRASI report. Thus, the need for training
airspace for low-level or other operations is adequately addressed in the FEIS and SEIS.

55

4012

NO-1

Thank you for your comment; implementation of noise monitoring procedures will be considered as part of
the Record of Decision language.

56

4017

NO-4

As stated in Section 4.3.4 of the SEIS and per the requirements under CFR Part 989.22(d), for each ROD
containing mitigation measures, the proponent prepares a plan specifically identifying each mitigation,
discussing how the proponent will execute the mitigations, identifying who will fund and implement the
mitigations, and stating when the proponent will complete the mitigation. The mitigation plan will be
forwarded, through the MAJCOM EPF to HQ USAF/AT7CI for review within 90 days from the date of
signature of the ROD.

Therefore, the details of the mitigation plan are not finalized at this time.

57

5009

NO-3

By virtue of being a National Seashore and a part of the National Park System, the National Seashore is
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recognized as a noise-sensitive area; NAS Pensacola has already incorporated the National Seashore into
their AICUZ study, which was incorporated by reference in the Eglin BRAC SEIS to compare noise impacts
to the National Seashore. As indicated on page 6-21 of the NAS Pensacola AICUZ study: “The barrier
island east of the Pensacola Pass is a recreational area (Fort Pickens) established by the U.S. National Park
Service and is impacted by the 65 to 70 DNL noise contour. Outdoor parks and recreation areas are
compatible with restrictions within this noise zone (see Appendix B). Noise contours do not extend east off
the installation.”

58

5009

Bl-
1/NO-4

As indicated in Section 2.3.1.2., NAS Pensacola will be utilized as a Practice Instrument Approach Field
(PIAF), and as indicated in Section 2.3.4, the JSF flight operations projected of NAS Pensacola are the same
as those stated in the FEIS. These flight operations were compared to those of the current NAS Pensacola
AICUZ study and there were no differences in the contours. The NAS Pensacola AICUZ study takes into
consideration flights over the National Seashore, which is reflected in their AICUZ study on page 6-21.
Any limitations already established with NAS Pensacola will be identified in the mitigation plan being
developed for the Eglin BRAC SEIS.

59

5009

NO-1

The National Seashore as a whole is a sensitive area and the day-night average sound level (DNL) utilized in
the NAS Pensacola AICUZ study is the appropriate metric. The NAS Pensacola AICUZ study is
incorporated by reference into the Eglin BRAC SEIS and shows no difference between contours published in
the AICUZ study and those anticipated operations suggested in Section 2.3.4 of the Eglin BRAC SEIS.

60

5009

NO-4

As indicated in Section 2.3.1.2., NAS Pensacola will be utilized as a PIAF, and as indicated in Section 2.3.4,
the JSF flight operations projected for NAS Pensacola are the same as those stated in the FEIS. These flight
operations were compared to those of the current NAS Pensacola AICUZ study and there were no
differences in the contours. The NAS Pensacola AICUZ study takes into consideration flights over the
National Seashore, which is reflected in their AICUZ study on page 6-21. Any limitations already
established with NAS Pensacola will be identified in the mitigation plan being developed for the SEIS.

61

5009

GE-1

Please note that the National Seashore is not adjacent to Eglin AFB property.

62

5009

BI-1

If there is a potential for impacts to the National Seashore, those will be stated in the Land Use section of the
document. Impacts to the biological ecosystems and communities are discussed in the Biological sections of
the SEIS.

63

5009

CM-1

If cumulative impacts occur to the National Seashore that necessitates analysis, they will be outlined in
Chapter 5, Cumulative Impacts, of the Eglin BRAC SEIS.

JUSWaA|0AU] 211gNd

111 4O 111 8wWn|oA ‘v xipuaddy



	APPENDIX A PUBLIC INVOLVEMENTVOLUME III OF IIIPUBLIC COMMENTS, AGENCY COMMENTS, ANDAIR FORCE RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE 2013 REVISED DRAFT SEIS

